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Abstract: Scoring functions constructed by transforming the realization and prediction
variables of (strictly) consistent scoring functions have been widely studied empirically,
yet their theoretical foundations remain unexplored. To address this gap, we establish
formal characterizations of (strict) consistency for these transformed scoring functions
and their elicitable functionals. Our analysis focuses on two interrelated cases: (a)
transformations applied exclusively to the realization variable, and (b) bijective
transformations applied jointly to both realization and prediction variables. We formulate
analogous characterizations for (strict) identification functions. The resulting theoretical
framework is broadly applicable to statistical and machine learning methodologies. When
applied to Bregman and expectile scoring functions, our framework shows how it enables
two critical advances: (a) rigorous interpretation of prior empirical findings from models
trained with transformed scoring functions, and (b) systematic construction of novel
identifiable and elicitable functionals, specifically the g-transformed expectation and g-
transformed expectile. By unifying theoretical insights with practical applications, this
work advances principled methodologies for designing scoring functions in complex

predictive tasks.

Keywords: consistent scoring function; elicitable functional; loss function; machine

learning; point forecasting
1. Introduction

Predictive modeling requires evaluating predictions from machine learning algorithms to

assess their adequacy or facilitate comparisons. The adequacy of predictions is evaluated
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using identification functions (Nolde and Ziegel 2017), while models are generally
compared via scoring functions (also referred to as loss or objective functions) for point
predictions (Gneiting 2011) or scoring rules for probabilistic predictions (Gneiting and

Raftery 2007). This work focuses specifically on identification/scoring functions.

The use of scoring functions for model comparison is well-established in statistical
literature (Gneiting 2011) and machine learning (Tyralis and Papacharalampous 2024).
Driven by domain-specific requirements, disciplines such as environmental science and
technology have independently developed scoring functions-often referred to as
performance metrics or error metrics-tailored to their needs (Moriasi et al. 2007; Bennett
et al. 2013; Jackson et al. 2019). These needs emphasize evaluating models’ ability to
predict phenomena such as extreme events or highly skewed variables. To address these
challenges, scoring functions of the form S(g(z),g(y)), where S(z,y) evaluates a
prediction z against a realized outcome y, and g is a bijection, are applied (Pushpalatha
et al. 2012; Thirel et al. 2024). While empirical assessments of such transformations are
well-documented (Pushpalatha et al. 2012; Thirel et al. 2024), their theoretical

foundations remain unexplored, hindering broader implementation across disciplines.

Modelers typically train their models by minimizing average (realized) scores but often
evaluate performance using multiple metrics that may not align with the scoring function
employed during training (Gneiting 2011). From a statistical perspective, this training
process can be interpreted as an application of M-estimation (Huber 1967; Newey and
McFadden 1994) within a regression framework. Specifically, parameters are estimated
by minimizing the average value of a scoring function that quantifies the discrepancy

between model predictions and observations.

Thus, scoring functions serve a dual purpose: parameter estimation and prediction
evaluation. Dimitriadis et al. (2024a) bridge these procedures, demonstrating that an M-
estimator for a regression model is consistent if and only if the scoring function used by
the M-estimator is consistent for the target functional. A scoring function is (strictly)
consistent for a statistical functional (property), if its expected value is (uniquely)
minimized when the modeler follows the directive to predict the statistical functional
(Gneiting 2011). Common examples include the mean, median, quantiles (Koenker and
Bassett Jr 1978) and expectiles (Newey and Powell 1987). These functionals are also
identifiable, meaning that there exist (strict) identification functions whose expected

value (uniquely) equals 0, when the modeler follows the directive to predict the functional
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(Gneiting 2011; Fissler and Ziegel 2016).

In machine learning, model comparisons are best achieved by disclosing the scoring
function a priori or specifying a statistical functional to predict for the dependent variable
(Gneiting 2011). However, even when targeting a specific functional, different scoring
functions consistent for the functional can lead to different model rankings in practice
(Patton 2020). Consequently, specifying both the desired functional and a consistent

scoring function for evaluation is critical (Patton 2020).

Motivated by these considerations, we aim to bridge the gap between machine learning
practices involving transformed predictions/realizations and statistical literature on

consistent scoring functions. We contribute in two ways:

a. Characterization of identification and consistent scoring functions: Building on
Osband’s (1985) revelation principle for transformed predictions and new theoretical
results for transformed realizations (Theorems 3-4), we characterize
identification/consistent scoring functions for transformed predictions and realizations

(Remark 1).

b. Specific functional families: We characterize families of (strict) identification and
(strictly) consistent scoring functions; including quantile and expectile cases. These
results yield new identifiable and elicitable functionals based on the squared-error and
expectile scoring function. They also explain empirical findings for transformed squared

error scoring functions (Pushpalatha et al. 2012 and Thirel et al. 2024).

The remainder of the manuscript is structured as follows. Section 2 reviews notation,
identifiable/elicitable functionals, and strict identification/strictly consistent scoring
functions. Section 3 presents new theoretical results (Theorems 3, 4, Remark 1) and their
application to specific identification/consistent scoring function classes. Sections 4 and 5

discuss implications and conclude.
2. Notation and theory of consistent scoring functions

This section outlines the theory of consistent scoring functions and identification
functions. Theoretical results are accompanied by practical examples. The discussion is
limited to results essential for understanding the theoretical framework in Section 3,
while we do not intend to provide a comprehensive overview of the topic. Appendix A
introduces the notation and definitions for vector calculus used consistently throughout

the manuscript.



2.1 Random variables and statistical functionals

Let y be a random variable. Hereinafter, random variables will be underlined. A
materialization of y will be denoted by y. We write y~F to indicate that y has cumulative
distribution function (CDF) F, i.e.
F(y):=P(y <y) (2.1)

A k-dimensional statistical functional (or simply a functional) T (Gneiting 2011) is a
mapping

T:F->PMD),F->TF)CD (2.2)
where F is a class of probability distributions. The functional maps each probability
distribution F € F to a subset T (F) of the domain D € R¥, that is an element of the power
set P(D).T(F) can be single-valued or set-valued.

Running example 1.1: An example of a single valued one-dimensional statistical

functional is the mean of a probability distribution. It is defined by

E'V2(F) :=Eg[y], (2.3)

where Eg[-] is the expectation of a random variable y with CDF F. The mean functional is

a special case of the expectile functional E*(F) for t = 1/2; see Section 2.8.2. Another
example of a one-dimensional statistical functional is the t-quantile Q*(F) (or quantile at
level 7, Koenker and Bassett Jr 1978), which is a mapping:
Q":F - P(D),D SR (2.4)
and is defined by:
Q*"(F)={z € D:l}i%erF(y) <t<F@2},D<cRt€e(01),FeF (2.5)
The t-quantile Q*(F) is generally a set-valued functional (Fissler et al. 2021), since it is a

closed bounded interval of R (Taggart 2022). If F is a strictly increasing function in R,
then Q*(F) is single-valued.m

2.2 Strictly consistent scoring functions

Let y € I € R? be a realization of a variable y and z € D € R* be a k-dimensional

functional prediction. Predictions can be issued by either a time series model, a machine
learning algorithm, or a physics-based model among others. Then a scoring function S is

a mapping



S:DxI-R (2.6)

that assigns a penalty (loss) S(z,y) to a prediction z when y realizes. In the following,
scoring functions will be negatively oriented, i.e. the lower the penalty, the better the

prediction. An appealing property of a scoring function is strict consistency.

Definition 1 (Murphy and Daan 1985, p. 391; Gneiting 2011): The scoring function S is

F-consistent for the functional T if

Er[S(t,y)] < Ef[S(z,y)]VF € F,t € T(F),z€ D (2.7)

It is strictly F-consistent if it is F-consistent and equality in eq. (2.7) implies that z €
T(F).m

The definition states that if a modeler receives a directive to predict a functional, and
uses an F-consistent scoring function to evaluate its prediction, then the scoring function
is minimized in expectation when the prediction is optimal (i.e. equal to the value of the
functional). If the scoring function is strictly F-consistent, then it is uniquely minimized

in expectation at the optimal prediction.

The following theorem demonstrates the relationship between finding optimal
predictions and evaluating predictions. It states that the classes of consistent scoring
functions for a specified functional and of scoring functions under which the functional is

an optimal prediction are identical (Gneiting 2011).

Theorem 1 (Gneiting 2011): The scoring function S is F-consistent for the functional T if

and only if, given any F € F, any z € T(F) is an optimal point prediction under S.m

The following definition of elicitability of a functional explains the correspondence

between specific functionals and scoring functions.

Definition 2 (Osband 1985; Lambert et al. 2008; Gneiting 2011): The functional T is
elicitable relative to the class F if there exists a scoring function S that is strictly F-

consistent for 7.m

For some of the following results, the assumption that the scoring function S(z,y) is
bounded below is required (Gneiting 2011). We can assume nonnegativity of the scoring
function S without loss of generality, since properties are transferrable to any lower
bounded function. The properties of a consistent scoring function do not change if

multiplied with a positive constant and a function of y is added (Gneiting 2011).

Scoring functions with the property of homogeneity are appealing.



Definition 3 (Gneiting 2011): A scoring function S is homogeneous of order b if
S(cz,cy) = |c|’S(z,y)VzED,yel,ceR (2.8)

m.

Homogeneity order describes a function's scaling behavior. For example, functions of

order O ignore scale and measurement units, of order 1 scale linearly, and of order 2

penalize large discrepancies more (Fissler et al. 2023).

Running example 1.2: The mean is an elicitable functional for the class F of probability
distributions with finite second moment. A strictly F-consistent scoring function for the

mean functional is the squared error scoring function

Sse(z,y) = (z — ¥)* (2.9)

A simple proof is given below:

Er[Sse(z )] — Ep[Sse(Erly] ¥)] = (2% — 2zEs[y] + EZ[y] — ER[y] + 2EZ[y] —

E3[y]) = (2.10)
Er[Ss(z )] — Er[Sse(Erly], )] = (z — E[y])? (2.11)
Therefore,
Er[Sse(Er[y], )] < Er[Sse(z )]V F € F,z € R (2.12)
and
Er[Sse(z )] = Er[Sse(Br[y], )] & z = Eg[y] (2.13)

that completes the proof.

The median functional, i.e. the 1/2-quantile Q/2(F) is also elicitable relative to the class
F of probability distributions with finite first moment (Gneiting 2011). A strictly F-
consistent scoring function for the median functional is the absolute error scoring

function

Sae(z,y) = |z —y| (2.14)

m.
2.3 Identification functions

We assume that there exists a function (Gneiting 2011; Fissler and Ziegel 2016):
V:DxI-R (2.15)

Definition 4 (Gneiting 2011; Fissler and Ziegel 2016): V is said to be an F-identification



function for the functional T (F) if
Er[V(T(F),y)]=0 (2.16)
[t is a strict F-identification function for the functional T (F) if
Er[V(z,y)] =0 z€T(F) (2.17)

If there is a strict F-identification function for the functional T'(F), then T is identifiable.m
The importance of the identifiability property of a functional lies in the ability to assess
the reliability of identifiable functionals’ predictions in absolute terms (Fissler et al.
2021), also known as calibration in the statistical literature (Fissler et al. 2023; Gneiting
and Resin 2023). Scoring functions, on the other hand, are used for prediction comparison
and ranking (Fissler and Ziegel 2016). Connections between identifiable and elicitable
functionals (explained later in Section 2.4) will be explored, as they allow characterizing
properties of scoring functions.
Running example 1.3: The mean is an identifiable functional for the class F of probability
distributions with finite second moment. A strict F-identification function for the mean

functional is (Gneiting 2011)
Vop(z,y) =z—y (2.18)
A simple proof is given below:

[EF[VEl/z(Z,Z)] =0 z= [EF[X] (2.19)

An interpretation of the identifiability property of the mean functional is that the
expectation of the identification function V1,2 becomes equal to 0 when a prediction is

optimal, i.e. equal to the mean functional.

The median is an identifiable functional for the class F of probability distributions with

finite first moment, with strict F-identification function (Gneiting 2011)
VQ1/2 (zyy)=1z=y}—1/2 (2.20)
where 1(-) denotes the indicator function.m

2.4 Osband’s principle

A strictly F-consistent scoring function S and a strict F-identification function V are

linked through (Osband 1985; Gneiting 2011; Fissler and Ziegel 2016):

PR = M2V (2,7) (221)



where h is a nonnegative function and V is an oriented function, defined as follows:

Definition 5 (Steinwart et al. 2014; Fissler and Ziegel 2016): The function V is an oriented
strict F-identification function if it is a strict F-identification function for the functional

T(F) and, moreover Ex[V(z,y)] > Oifandonlyifz >T(F)VF € F,z€ D S R.m

Osband (1985) introduced this characterization, now known as Osband's principle.
Osband’s principle importance lies in the fact that it allows constructing strictly F-
consistent scoring functions from strict F-identification functions for a functional T'(F)
(Steinwart et al. 2014; Fissler and Ziegel 2016). For the case of k = 1 (i.e. of the one-
dimensional functional), if V is a strict F-identification function, then either V or —V is
oriented. Then specifying a strictly positive function h and integrating the right part of eq.
(2.21) yields a strictly F-consistent scoring function.

Running example 1.4: The strictly consistent Sgg scoring function and the strict
identification function V1,2 of the mean functional are connected by:

aSs g
BSEEY) = 212 (2,y) (2.22)

.
2.5 Osband’s revelation principle

Strictly consistent scoring functions and strict identification functions can be constructed
by applying bijective transformations to the prediction variable z of existing strictly
consistent scoring functions and identification functions. Similar constructions apply to
elicitable and identifiable functionals. This principle, known as Osband’s (1985)
revelation principle, is summarized as follows:

Theorem 2 (Osband 1985; Gneiting 2011; Fissler and Ziegel 2015; Brehmer 2017): Let
g:D - D', D,D' € R¥ be a bijection with inverse g~!: D’ — D. Let the functional T be
defined on a class F of probability distributions with CDF F and the transformation T of
T be defined by T;: F — D', F & T,(F) = g(T(F)). Then the following holds:

a. T is elicitable if and only if T is elicitable.
b. T is identifiable if and only if T is identifiable.

c. The function S:D X I - R, (z,y) = S(z,y),I € R% is F-consistent for T, if and only
if the scoring function S;: D' x I = R, (z,¥) = S,(z,¥) = S(g~'(2),y) is F-consistent for

T,.



d. The function S:D X I - R, (z,y) » S(z,y),I S R% is strictly F-consistent for T, if
and only if the scoring function S;: D' X I = R, (z,y) = S;(2z,y) = S(g7'(2),y) is strictly
F-consistent for Ty,.

e. The function V:D X I - R¥, (z,y) » V(z,y),] € R? is a F-identification function
for T, if and only if the function V;: D' X I - R¥,(z,y) » V,(z,y) = V(g™ *(2),y) is a F-
identification function for T;.m

f. The function V:D xI - Rk, (z,y) » V(z,y),I € R? is a strict F-identification
function for T, if and only if the function V;: D' X I - R¥, (z,y) = V,(z,y) = V(9" *(2),y)
is a strict F-identification function for 7;.m
Running example 1.5: Let g: R —» R*, ¢t — g(t) = exp(t). Then the inverse function g1
is defined by g71: R* - R, t » g~1(t) = log(t).

Let the functional T:F - R,F » T(F) = Ex[y] € R be defined on the class F of

probability distributions with positive support and finite second moment and the

transformation Ty of T be defined by T: F - R™, F = T, (F) = exp(Er[y]) € R™.
The scoring function Sgg:R X R — [0,),(z,y) » Sse(z,y) = (z — y)? is strictly F-
consistent for the functional T; therefore, the scoring function Sg;: R* X R -

[0,0),(z,y) + S4(2z,y) = (log(z) — y)? is strictly F-consistent for the functional T,.m
2.6 Realized (average) and skill scores

In practical situations, when one has to compare two predictions of a functional, she/he
is given a test set with realizations y = (yy, ..., ¥,)T of the random variable y- Assuming
that the respective predictions of the functional are z = (zy, ..., z,)T, a summary measure
of the predictive performance takes the form of the (negatively oriented) realized
(average) score S (Gneiting 2011):

S(z,y) = (1/n) X1 S (20, 71) (2.23)
When choosing between two competing predictions, the one with the lowest average
score is preferable.

When predictions from multiple methods have to be compared, skill scores can be used

for evaluation. A skill score takes the form:
S_skill (Z' Y ref) = (S_'(Z, y) - S_(zreft y))/(g(zoptimal' y) - §(Zref' y)) (2-24)
where z,.¢ are predictions of a reference method (frequently the simpler method among
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the competing ones) and z are predictions of the method of interest. If the scoring function
S is minimized at 0, then for an optimal prediction z,ptima We have S (Zoptima ¥) = 0,

hence the skill score takes the form:

Saan(z, y; ref) := 1= 5(2,9)/5(zrer, ¥) (2.25)
A positive skill score suggests that the proposed method outperforms the reference
method, while a negative score indicates the opposite. The skill score attains its maximum
value equal to 1 at a perfect prediction z = y. Skill scores maintain prediction rankings,
while the notions of consistency and elicitability remain valid, at least for large test
samples (Gneiting 2011). Quantitatively, skill scores measure the performance
improvement of one prediction relative to another, as a percentage of the potential
improvement from a perfect prediction (Wheatcroft 2019).
Running example 1.6: In the case of the mean functional, specifying the squared error
scoring function to evaluate predictions and using mean climatology on the test set as a
reference method in skill score’s eq. (2.25) yields the Nash-Sutcliffe efficiency (NSE),
introduced by Nash and Sutcliffe (1970):

NSE(z,y) := 1 — Sse(2,¥)/Sse (13, ¥) (2.26)

The NSE is a skill score; therefore, it retains properties discussed earlier.m
2.7 M-estimation

Previous sections focused on evaluating point predictions with scoring functions.
However, they did not address how to use scoring functions for parameter estimation in
regression settings, and what the effect of parameter estimation using specific scoring
functions is on predictions of the regression algorithm. Properties of consistent scoring
functions and consistent estimators have been linked by Dimitriadis et al. (2024a). We
examine regression settings which model the effect of predictors x on a response variable

y. For a correctly specified model, we might be interested in estimating the conditional

probability distribution of y, namely F),, in a distributional regression setting (Rigby and

Stasinopoulos 2005). Nevertheless, we might also be interested in a specific functional

T (Fy),) of the conditional distribution. For instance, predictive quantiles at multiple levels
can substitute the conditional probability distribution.
We assume that a correctly specified semiparametric model m(x, 8) satisfies for some

unique parameter 8, € @
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T(Fyjx) = m(x,00) (2.27)

Model m(x, 8) is called semiparametric because the form of the conditional probability
distribution need not to be specified, although it may belong to a potentially wide family
F. Consequently, parameterization is restricted to the model’s form itself, e.g. linear
models or decision trees (Dimitriadis et al. 2024a). Semiparametric models offer more
flexibility compared to parametric models because their estimation procedures are
common for wide classes of probability distributions, for which the functional exists. This
prevents modeling restrictions to potentially misspecified distributions. However, that
comes at the cost of reduced ability to extrapolate (Tyralis and Papacharalampous 2024).

In practical situations, one specifies the general form of the model m(x, 8) but the
parameter O still needs to be estimated from available data. Assuming that we have [

realizations of the vector x and the dependent variable y, an M-estimator of 8 is (Huber

1964; Huber 1967; Newey and McFadden 1994; Dimitriadis et al. 2024a)
0, = argmin(1/1) Xi-; S(m(x;, 6),y,) (2.28)

where S is a scoring (loss) function. A substantive condition on S, for consistency of 8, is

that (Newey and McFadden 1994, p. 2123; Dimitriadis et al. 2024a)

which is called model consistency of S for the model m. Strict equality in eq. (2.29) for 8 =

0, implies strict model consistency of S for the model m.

A result from Dimitriadis et al. (2024a) establishes that a loss function S is (strictly)
model consistent for the model m, if and only if it is (strictly) consistent for the target
functional T. That result has some important implications, for our subsequent analysis as
it connects the procedures of estimation and prediction evaluation. If one aims to predict
a functional with a semiparametric model, then she/he has to estimate the parameters

using an M-estimator with a consistent scoring function for the functional.
Running example 1.7: A consistent M-estimator for the parameter 6, of a distribution F
is

8, = argmin(1/1) Xi~; S(8, ) (2.30)
Eq. (2.30) can be viewed as a special case of a semiparametric model, where the model is

equal to a constant parameter. If S is a strictly F-consistent scoring function for the
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functional T(F), then 8, is a strictly consistent estimator for the parameter T (F) of the
probability distribution F. For the case of the Sgg scoring function, the well-known

estimator of the mean of a probability distribution arises from eq. (2.30).
6, = arg min(1/1) Yi-1Sse(6,:) (2.31)

For the class of symmetric probability distributions, the mean and median functionals are
identical. Therefore 8, is also a strictly consistent estimator of the median for this class

(Fissler and Ziegel 2019; Dimitriadis et al. 2024a).m
2.8 Quantiles, expectiles and respective consistent scoring functions

So far, we have reviewed examples of elicitable functionals, strictly consistent scoring
functions, and strict identification functions. However, the class of consistent scoring
functions for a given functional can include multiple distinct members. Below, we present
several representative cases commonly encountered in practice. This list is not intended

to be exhaustive.
2.8.1 Quantiles

The quantile functional has been defined in eq. (2.5). The general class of consistent
scoring functions for the quantile functional Q*(F) is defined by (Thomson 1979; Saerens

2000; Gneiting 2011):

Sz y;t,9) = (I(z2y) —1)(9(2) —g9(») (2.32)
where g is a nondecreasing function. The generalized piecewise linear (GPL) scoring
function of order T € (0,1) S, is strictly F-consistent for the quantile Q*(F), if g is strictly
increasing and F is the family of probability distributions with finite first moment. The
corresponding strict F-identification function is defined by (Gneiting 2011):

Vor(z,y) =1(z=zy)—1 (2.33)
So(z,y; 7, t) is the asymmetric piecewise linear scoring function (also termed as tick-loss
or quantile loss in the literature) which is strictly consistent for the quantile Q*(F) (Raiffa

and Schlaifer 1961), and lies at the heart quantile regression (Koenker and Bassett Jr

1978):

Sozy;tt) =M{z=zy}—1)(z—y) (2.34)
The absolute error scoring function also arises from the GPL scoring function:
Sae(z,y) = So(2,y;1/2,2t) (2.35)

12



2.8.2 Expectiles

The t-expectile E*(F) (Newey and Powell 1987; Bellini et al. 2014; Bellini and Di
Bernardino 2017; Taggart 2022) is defined by:

EE(F)={zel:t[ (y—2)dF(y) =1 -1) [ (z = »)dF()} (2.36)
or equivalently
E™(F) = {z € I: TEp[Ko,00 (y — 2)] = (1 = DEp[Ko,0(z = y)} (2.37)

where k, 5, (t) is the capping function, defined by:

Kqp(t) = max{min{t, b}, —a}vt € R,a,b € [0, 0] (2.38)
or equivalently
—a,t<-—a
Kep(t) =16, —a<t<bh (2.39)
b,t>b

The general class of consistent scoring functions for the expectile functional E*(F) is

defined by (Gneiting 2011):

Se(z,y;1,9) = |1z 2 y) = tl(e(y) — ¢(2) + ¢'(2)(z - ¥)) (2.40)
where ¢ is a convex function with subgradient ¢'. S is strictly F-consistent for the
expectile E*(F), if ¢ is strictly convex, and F is the family of probability distributions with
finite second moment. The corresponding strict F-identification function is defined by
(Gneiting 2011):

Vee(z,y) = 2|1z 2 y) — 7l(z — ¥) (2.41)
The asymmetric piecewise quadratic scoring function Sg(z,y; 7, t?) is strictly consistent

for the expectile E*(F) and lies at the heart of expectile regression (Newey and Powell

1987):

Se(z,y; 7, t%) = |1{z 2 y} — 7l(z — y)* (2.42)

The squared error scoring function is a special case of S;(z, y; 7, ¢) up to a multiplicative

constant:
Sse(z,y) = 2Sp(2,y;1/2,t%) (2.43)
The class of scoring functions
Se(z,y;1/2,9) = (1/2)(e(y) — ¢(2) + ¢'(2)(z = ¥)) (2.44)

that arises from eq. (2.40) for T = 1/2, is consistent for the mean functional (Savage

1971). Functions of the form 2S;(z,y;1/2,¢) are referred as Bregman functions by
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Banerjee et al. (2005).
2.8.3 The pair (mean, variance)

Quantile and expectile scoring functions apply to one-dimensional functionals and one-
dimensional variables. Here, we consider an example of a two-dimensional functional: the
pair (Er[y], Varg[y]) representing the mean Er[y] and variance Varg[y]. This pair is both
identifiable and elicitable. Specifically, it is identified by the mean-variance strict

identification function (Gneiting 2011; Fissler and Ziegel 2019; Dimitriadis et al. 2024b)
Vinv (X1, %2, ¥) := (1 =, + xf — y?) (2.45)
and elicited by the mean-variance strictly consistent scoring function (Osband 1985;
Gneiting 2011; Fissler and Ziegel 2019)
Smv (1, %2, ¥) = %32 (xf — 2x5 — 2x1y + y?) (2.46)

where (x4, x,) denotes predictions for the pair (Eg[y], Varg[y]).

3. Transforming realizations/predictions in scoring/identification

functions

The empirical exploration of transformations applied to both the predictor and
realization variables in scoring and identification functions has been extensively studied.
However, extant theory has focused primarily on transformations of the prediction
variables, guided by Osband’s (1985) revelation principle. In Section 3.1, we extend this
framework to include transformations of the realization variable alone and simultaneous
transformations of both independent variables. Section 3.2 then illustrates the broad

spectrum of practical applications enabled by these theoretical extensions.
3.1 Characterizations of scoring and identification functions

The next theorem characterizes scoring functions that arise from applying a
transformation to their realization variables. This is a general result, enabling the
characterization of scoring functions where the realization variable itself is transformed.
For the proof, see Appendix B.

Theorem 3: Let the functional T: F — P(D),F = T(F) € D,D < R¥ of arandom variable

y be defined on a class F of probability distributions with CDF F. Consider a measuarable

function g:I' = I1",I',]" € R%. Let F9 < F denote the subclass of the probability
distributions in F which are such that y9 = g(y) has CDF F9 and F9 € F. Define the
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functional T@): F9) - P(D),F9 v T (FW)) = T(F©) on this subclass 9. Then the
following holds:

a. If T is elicitable, then T(9) is elicitable.

b. If S:DxI">R,(z,y)+~ S(z,y) is F-consistent forT, then S@:Dx[ -
R, (z,¥) » S@(z,y) = S(z,g(¥)) is F@-consistent for T,

c. IfS is strictly F-consistent for T, then S is strictly F(9-consistent for T,

d. If g is a bijection with inverse g~1:I"" — I’, there is a bijection between classes F and
F 9, while the implications in parts (a), (b) and (c) become equivalences.m

The next example demonstrates an application of Theorem 3 for the case where the log
transformation is applied to the realization variable of the scoring function. It illustrates
how a new strictly consistent scoring function arises from the squared error scoring
function and how a new elicitable functional is constructed from the mean functional.
Running example 2.1: Let g: Rt - R, t » g(t) = log(t). The function g is a bijection
with inverse g71: R —» R*,t » g(t) = exp(t). Let the functional T:F - R,F » T(F) =
Er[y] € R be defined on the class F of probability distributions with finite second

moment. Let F9) € F denote the class of the probability distributions in F which are

such that y9) = log(y) has CDF F(9) € F(9), Let the transformation T9 of T be defined
by T@:F@ 5 R, F - TWF9) = Eg[log(y)] € R, because T (FD) = E, [y 9] =
Er[log(y)] due to the law of the unconscious statistician (LOTUS).

The scoring function Sgg:R X R — [0,0),(z,y) = Ssg(z,y) = (z—y)? is strictly F-

consistent for the functional T; therefore, the scoring function Sg: R X R* -
[0,0),(z,y) = S4(2,y) = (z — log(y))? is strictly F9_consistent for the functional 7.
Moreover, F 9 is the class of probability distributions F(9 of X(g)' with finite expectation
Ep@ [y9] or equivalently finite expectation E[log(y)].m

The next theorem complements Theorem 3 by addressing the case of identification

functions where a transformation is applied to their realization variable. For the proof,

see Appendix B.

Theorem 4: Let the functional T: F - P(D),F - T(F) € D,D < R¥ of arandom variable

y be defined on a class F of probability distributions with CDF F. Consider a function
g:1I' > 1", I''1" € R4 Let F9 c F denote the subclass of the probability distributions in
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F which are such that y(9) = g(y) has CDF F9) and F9 € F. Define the functional
T@:FW - P(D),F9 w TW(FW) =T(F) on this subclass F 9. Then the following
holds:

a. If T is identifiable, then T is identifiable.

b. IfV:D xI" = R, (z,y) = V(z,y) is an F-identification function for T, then V9): D x
I' >R, (z,y) » V9(z,y) =V(z g(y)) is an F 9-identification function for T,

c. IfV is a strict F-identification function for T, then V(@) is a strict F@-identification
function for T(9),

d. If g is a bijection with inverse g~1: I"" — I’, there is a bijection between classes F and
F @, while the implications in parts (a), (b) and (c) become equivalences.m

Applying Theorem 4 enables the construction of new strict identification functions and
identifiable functionals using a process analogous to that illustrated in Running Example
2.1.

The following remark presents the central result of this manuscript. It enables the
characterization of consistent scoring functions, identification functions, and their
corresponding elicitable and identifiable functionals, which are generated by bijective
transformations of the prediction and realization variables within associated consistent
scoring functions or identification functions. This result follows directly from Osband’s
revelation principle and Theorems 3 and 4; therefore, the proof is omitted.

Remark 1: Let g:D — D', D,D’' € R be a bijection with inverse g~1: D' - D. Let the
functional T:F —» P(D),F » T(F) € D,D < R be defined on a class F of probability
distributions with CDF F. Let F(9) € F denote the subclass of the probability distributions
in F which are such that y(9 = g(y) has CDF F9) and F9) € F. Define the functionals

T@:F@ - P(D),F@ v TOFWD) =T(FD), T;:F > P(D),F - T,(F) =g YT(F))
and T.7: F@ - P(D),F@ » T (F@) = g (T(FW)).
Then the following holds:

a. T is elicitable, if and only if Tg(g) (F9) is elicitable.

b. T is identifiable, if and only if 7.9 (F(9)) is identifiable.

c. A function S: D' X D' - R, (z,y) » S(z,y), is F-consistent for T, if and only if the
function S;:D XD - R,(z,y) » S4(z,y) =S(g(2),9)) is F@-consistent  for
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@
T, (F@),

d. A function S: D' X D' - R, (z,y) » S(z,y), is strictly F-consistent for T, if and only
if the function S;: D X D > R, (z,y) » S;(z,y) = S(g(2), 9(»)) is strictly F9-consistent
for .9 (F@).

e. A function V:D'x D' - R, (z,y) » V(z,y) is an F-identification function for T, if
and only if the function V;:D XD - R,(z,y) » V,(z,y) =V(g(2),9(»)) is an FO-
identification function for Tg(g )(F@),

f. AfunctionV:D'x D' - R,(z,y) » V(z,v) is a strict F-identification function for T,
if and only if the function I;: D x D - R, (z,y) » V,(z,y) = V(g(2), g(y)) is a strict F).
identification function for Tg(g) (F9).m

The next example demonstrates an application of Theorem 4 for the case where the log
transformation is applied to the prediction and realization variables of the scoring
function. It illustrates how a new strictly consistent scoring function arises from the

squared error scoring function and how a new elicitable functional is constructed from

the mean functional.

Running example 2.2: Let g: R* - R, t — g(t) = log(t). The function g is a bijection
with inverse g71: R - R*,t » g(t) = exp(t). Let the functional T:F - R,F - T(F) =
Er[y] € R be defined on the class F of probability distributions with finite second

moment. Let F9) € F denote the class of the probability distributions in F which are

such that y@ =Io has CDF F@ € F@, F is the class of probability distributions
Yy gy p y

F@) of y@, with finite expectation E,q[y9] or equivalently finite expectation

Er[log(y)]. Define the functionals T@:F@ - R, F - TW(FWD) = E.[log(y)] € R,

Ty:F > P(D),F = Ty(F) = exp(Ee[y])  and  T,9:F©@ - RFO o T (F@) =

exp(Er[log(y)]).

The scoring function Sgg:R X R — [0,0),(z,y) = Ssg(z,y) = (z—y)? is strictly F-
consistent for the functional T; therefore, the scoring function Sg:R+><R+—>

[0, ), (z,y) = Sy(z,¥) = (log(z) — log(y))? is strictly F@-consistent for the functional
g~} (T(F)) = exp(Eg[log(y)]).m
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3.2 Applications to specific classes of consistent scoring functions
3.2.1 Strictly consistent scoring functions for g-transformed expectations

The most widely used family of scoring functions for transformed predictions and
realizations assumes the form S;(z,y) = (g(2) — g(¥))?, where g is a bijection. Sg
represents a transformed version of the squared error scoring function. By applying
Remark 1, it follows that Sy is a strictly consistent scoring function that elicits the

functional g~*(Er[g(y)]), which we refer to as g-transformed expectation. Table 1

presents a range of choices for the function g, along with their respective elicitable
functionals. Specific transformations such as g(t) =log(t), log(t+b), t%a=
—2,—1,-0.5,0.2,0.5,2, (t + ¢)~* and (£%2° — 1)/0.25 (the Box-Cox transformation) have
been empirically studied in the environmental science and technology literature
(Pushpalatha et al. 2012; Thirel et al. 2024). The choice g(t) = exp(at), which is a special
case of the Bregman function for ¢(t) = t?, was proposed by Fissler and Pesenti (2023)
and elicits the entropic risk measure (Gerber 1974) log(IEF[exp(az)])/a, when employed

in the squared error scoring function.
By applying Remark 1, it follows that the function V,(z,y) = g(z) — g(y) is a strict
identification function for the functional g~*(Eg[g(y)]). Identifiable functionals of this

form, along with their corresponding strict identification functions, are also presented in

Table 1, for a range of choices of g.

Table 1. Elicitable and identifiable functionals corresponding to the strictly consistent
scoring function S;(z, y) = (g(z) — g(¥))?* and the strict identification function V,(z,y) =

g(z) — g(y), respectively.

Function g(t) Function g~1(¢t)  Elicitable - identifiable
functional

g:R* > Rt o g(t) = log(t) g71(t) = exp(t) exp(Er[log()])
g:(=b/a,0) - R, t = g(t) =log(at + b),a >0 g () = (exp(t) — b)/a (exp(IEF[log(aX +b)]) —b)/a
9:(=b,0) - R,t = g(t) = log(t + b) g7 (t) = exp(t) — b exp(Er[log(y + b)]) — b
g:R-> Rt - g(t) = exp(t) g7 (t) = log(t) log(Er[exp(y)])
g:R-> Rt g(t) =explat +b),a#0 g1 (®) = (log(t) — b)/a (log(Er[exp(ay + b)]) — b)/a
9:10,00) > [0,00),t = g(t) = t%a >0 g () =t (Erly“DV®
9:[=c/b, @) = [0,00),t = g(t) = (bt + )%, a,b >0 g =V =)/b ((Bel(by +)*DY* —c)/b
giR* > RYEm g(0) = t4a %0 gl = ErlyDVe
g: (—=c/b,®) > R*, t » g(t) = (bt +c)%a#0,b>0 g @) = ({tY*-c)/b ((IEFE(by +0)DYe—c)/b
gi(—c,0) >Rt gt)=(C+c)a+0 gl =tV —c¢ (]EF[(XIC)“])”“ —c

+ —1/a,),a #0 _(t*-1)/a,a+0 _ at + 1)1/a E[yel/e
g:R" = {( {R,a LEARNEYIOE { log(t),a=0 9 = {( exp(t)) {ex;(giz[ljg)g(y)])

If g is a strictly increasing, once differentiable function, then
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8S4(z,y) ,
—L2 = 29" (2)V (2, ) (3.1)

where g'(z) is positive and 1 is an oriented strict identification function. V is a strict

identification function because Er[V;(zy)] =02 g(2) =Er[g()] & z =
g Y (Eg [9()]). 1t is an oriented function because z > g‘l(IEF[g(X)]) e g(2) >
Egr [g(X)] & Ep[V; (2, X)] > 0. By applying Osband’s principle (see Section 2.4), it follows
that S,(z, y) is a strictly consistent scoring function. If g is a strictly decreasing, then - g
is strictly increasing, and —V; becomes oriented, enabling the same construction of the
strictly consistent scoring function S;. This provides an alternative proof of parts of
Remark 1, provided S is restricted to squared error scoring functions and g to monotonic,
once differentiable functions.

Functions of the form (g(z) — g(y))? constitute a subset of a broader class of scoring

functions that are strictly consistent for the functional g~ (Eg[g(y)]). Applying Remark

1 to the Bregman family of scoring functions (2.44), it follows that a scoring function is

strictly consistent for the functional g‘l(IEF[g(X)]) if and only if is of the form

S5z y;0.9) =0@0) —e@@) + ¢'(g(2))(g9(2) — g(¥)), where ¢ is strictly convex

function. The special case S(z,y; @, exp(at)) was introduced by Fissler and Pesenti

(2023).

3.2.2 Explaining the functional g~ *(Ep lg)D

To clarify the distinction between the functionals Ez[y] and g~ *(Er[g(y)]) we confine

our analysis to the log-normal family of probability distributions for y. Let

y~Lognormal(u, 62), where u € R and o > 0, with support (0, ©). We then analyze the

family of scoring functions S,(z,y) = (z¢ — y%)?, which is strictly consistent for the
functional T(a) = exp(u + ac?/2).

Notably, T(a) is a strictly increasing function of a, which partially explains the findings
of Thirel et al. (2024). Thirel et al. (2024) explored scoring functions of the form
(z% — y*)?2, by varying the parameter a. They trained a hydrological (physics-based)
model HM(a) to predictriver streamflow data using these scoring functions with different
values of a. The model’s predictions were then evaluated across various streamflow
ranges using the squared error scoring function. Thirel et al. (2024) concluded that as a

increases, the model’s predictions improve for higher streamflows. This can be explained,
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under the assumption of a log-normal distribution for streamflow data (Blum etal. 2017),
and by the fact that the functional T'(a), which the models aims to predict, increases with

a.
3.2.3 The median functional

Our previous analysis has focused on g-transformed expectations. In such cases, Remark
1 leverages LOTUS to map the functional from the transformed distribution F(9 back to
the original distribution F. For the median functional, however, Remark 1 applies a
distinct mechanism. Specifically, if g is a monotonic function, the median satisfies the
property Q'/2(F9)) = g(Q*/*(F)) implying that g~*(Q'/?(F9))) = Q'/2(F). Here g*
directly links the median of the transformed distribution F (@ to the median of F,
contrasting with g-transformed expectations.

By applying the transformation g to the variables of the absolute error scoring function
(2.14) we obtain Spg(g(2),9(y)) =|9(z) — g(y)|, which, by Remark 1, is strictly
consistent for the median functional. This scoring function Syg(g(z), g()) corresponds
to a special case of the GPL scoring function (2.32) for T = 1/2 up to a multiplicative
constant. Additionally, Remark 1 shows that the function V,1/2(g(2), g(»)) = 1(g(2) =
g()) — 1/2, constructed from the strict quantile identification function in eq. (2.33) for
T =1/2, acts as a strict identification function for the median functional. It is

straightforward to show that V,,1/2(g(2), g(¥)) = Vj,1/2(2, y), regardless of whether g is

strictly increasing or strictly decreasing.
3.2.4 Quantile functionals

The quantile functional presents a more complex case, as the monotonicity type of g
determines how quantiles of the transformed distribution F9) map back to the original

distribution F:
a. If g is strictly increasing, Q%(F9) = g(Q*(F)), implying g~1(Q* (F9))) = Q*(F).
b. If g is strictly decreasing, Q%(F9) = g(Q*~*(F)), implying g~*(Q*(F¥)) =
Q' (F).

For strictly increasing g, applying the transformation to the variables of the

asymmetric piecewise linear scoring function (2.34), yields the GPL scoring function

(2.32), since 1(g(z) = g(»)) = 1(z = y). Similarly, transforming the quantile strict
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identification function (2.33) via g results in V(g (2), g()) = Vy:(2,y).

For strictly decreasing g, the relationship is less straightforward. Notably, ﬂ(g (z) =2
9g»)—t=—-0(z=y)— (1—71)). Applying g to the asymmetric piecewise linear
scoring function (2.34) produces S,(g(2),g(2);7.t) = (1(g(2) = g(»)) —1)(g(2) —
g(»)) or equivalently, So(g(2),8(2); 7.t) = (1(z 2 y) — (1 — D)) (—g(2) — (—g()))- This
scoring function is strictly consistent for the functional Q'~%(F), representing a special
case of the GPL scoring function, where —g is strictly increasing.

Regardless of whether g is increasing or decreasing, Remark 1 demonstrates how the
asymmetric piecewise-linear scoring function generalizes to the broader class of GPL

scoring functions.
3.2.5 Strictly consistent scoring functions for expectile-based functionals

Analogous to g-transformed expectations, elicitable functionals can also be constructed
using expectiles, which we refer to as g-transformed expectiles. Applying Remark 1 to the

expectile scoring function (2.40) results in the strictly consistent scoring function:

Se(z,y;0,9,9) =11(g(2) 2 g») — i) —0(g(2) + ¢'(g(2)(g(2) —
9g))) (3.2)

To identify the respective elicitable functional, we observe that ET(F(g)) ={z€
I: tE ) [Ko,0 (Y — 2)] = (1 —DEp@[Kow(z — ¥)}. By LOTUS, this becomes ET(F(Q)) =
{z € I:tEp[Ko 0 (9(¥) — 2)] = (1 —1)Ep[Kkoo(z — 9(¥))}. Consequently, the scoring
function (3.2) elicits the g-transformed expectile:
9N ET(FD)) = g7 ({z € I: B[k, (9 (@) — 2)] = (1 — DEp K0 (z -
IO (3:3)

The g-transformed expectation arises as a special case of the g-transformed expectile,
when t = 1/2. While this follows directly from the fact that strictly consistent scoring
functions for g-transformed expectations are special cases of the strictly scoring function
(3.2) with 7=1/2, we present an alternative proof for clarity. Define A ={z €
I:Ep[koe(g(y) —2) —Kow(z—9g(¥))] = 0}. Rewriting A we have A={z€
LEp[(9(y) —2)1(g(y) =2 2) — (z—g¥)) 1(g(y) < 2z)] = 0}, which simplifies to 4 =
{ze LEr[gW 19 (y) 2 2) + 9g(y) W9 (y) < 2)] = Ep[z1(g(y) = 2) + z1(g(y) < 2)]}-

The left-hand expectation reduces to Ex[g(y)], while the right-hand expectation equals z.
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Hence, A = Ep[g(y)], and it follows that g YEYVAH(F@)) = 9~ (Er[g()]) completing
the proof.

The g-transformed expectile (3.3) is also identifiable. Its strict identification function

constructed by applying Remark 1 to the expectile strict identification function (2.41) is
Ver(9(2), 9(»)) = 2|1(g(2) 2 9(»)) — 7l(g(2) = gD
3.2.6 The pair (mean, variance) of transformed realizations

Theorems 3 and 4 generalize naturally to k-dimensional functionals. As in illustration,
consider the pair (mean, variance): The strict identification function (2.45) and strictly

consistent scoring function (2.46) assume the following forms respectively:
Viny (X1, %2, g0)) = (x1 — g, x2 + x{ — 9> () (3.4)
Smv(x1, %2, g(¥)) = %32 (xf — 2%, — 261,9(¥) + g*(¥)) (3.5)
By theorems 3 and 4, the functions (3.4) and (3.5) respectively identify and elicit the pair
(Er[g()], Varg[g(¥)D).

3.2.7 Skill scores

Skill scores of the form (2.25) employing a climatology reference method, can be directly

constructed for scoring functions involving transformed variables. Consider, for example

the scoring functions discussed in Section 3.2.1. The climatology for the functional is
n

defined via the inverse transformation g=*((1/n) ¥, g(¥;)), leading to predictions of

the reference method given by z,..; = (1/n)1g 2 ((1/n) X, g(v))-
4. Discussion and future outlook

This study is motivated by research in environmental science and technology, where
scoring functions of the form S(g(z), g(y)) are widely used for training predictive models.
Although the extant literature emphasizes that predictions should be probabilistic
(Papacharalampous and Tyralis 2022; Vrugt 2024), most practical applications still
employ scoring functions to generate point predictions. In hydrology (a major
subdiscipline of environmental science), functionals of hydrologic processes are termed
hydrograph functionals (Vrugt 2024). Building on this framework, we developed novel
functionals using such scoring functions and characterized their elicitability and
identifiability. Our findings advance the understanding of model training methodologies,

providing theoretical insights into optimizing scoring mechanisms for environmental
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science applications. These contributions complement existing hydrologic methods that
train models using, squared-error (Nash and Sutcliffe 1970), quantile (Pande 20133,
2013b; Tyralis and Papacharalampous 2021) and expectile (Tyralis et al. 2023) scoring

functions.

Environmental predictions from models trained with functions of the form (g(z) —
g(¥))? were explained under the assumption of a log-normal distribution for the
environmental process. However, such scoring functions are strictly consistent
estimators for broader classes of probability distributions. Consequently, the empirical
interpretation of model predictions can be extended to include distributions that better

represent environmental processes.

While our work focuses on transformations of quantile, expectile, and mean-variance
strictly consistent scoring functions, the results are general in scope. They can thus be
applied to broader classes of consistent scoring and identification functions, including
those involving multi-dimensional variables and functionals. Additionally, new proper
scoring rules can be constructed from the proposed consistent scoring functions (Gneiting

2011).

While new functionals such as the g-transformed expectation and g-transformed
expectile are introduced here, broader adoption of these tools would benefit from a
clearer economic interpretation. Existing research on quantiles and expectiles (Ehm et al.
2016) provides a foundation, but future work could explore how their framework applies
to these novel functionals. Given that such functionals can serve as risk measures,
understanding their properties (such as monotonicity, coherence, and other axiomatic
characteristics) is critical. For example, debates persist about the utility of expectiles
compared to quantiles in risk modeling (Waltrup et al. 2015). Extending statistical
properties, such as symmetry testing in nonparametric regression (analogous to the case
of Ly-quantiles studied by Chen 1996), could provide another path forward for analyzing

these new functionals.
5. Conclusions

In this study, we analyzed scoring functions constructed through transformations of the
realization variable in strictly consistent scoring functions. We proved that these
transformed functions retain strict consistency for a corresponding transformation of the

elicitable functional linked to the original scoring function. By extending Osband’s
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revelation principle, we characterized cases where both the realization and prediction
variables of the original scoring functions are transformed via a bijection g. Similar logic
applies to transformations of strict identification functions, enabling analogous
constructions. These characterizations establish a systematic approach for generating
new identifiable and/or elicitable functionals.

When applied to Bregman and expectile scoring functions, this methodology produced
strictly consistent scoring functions for two novel functionals: the g-transformed
expectation and g-transformed expectile. Consistent scoring functions for g-transformed
expectations have already been empirically validated in environmental science and
technology applications. Here, we interpreted these empirical findings through the
theoretical properties of the proposed functionals. Additionally, our analysis of quantile
scoring functions uncovered relationships between the asymmetric piecewise linear
scoring function and the generalized piecewise linear (GPL) scoring function.

The generality of this framework opens new ways for designing elicitable and
identifiable functionals with wide-ranging applicability. By bridging theoretical insights
with practical tools, this work advances the adaptability of scoring function

transformations in machine learning methodology and interdisciplinary research.
Appendix A  Vector notation

The notation of vectors remains consistent throughout the manuscript. We write a vector

with n elements as
x=(xg, .0, x)T (A.1)
The zero and one vectors are denoted by:
0=(0,..,0)7 (A.2)
1=(1,..,. DT (A.3)
The sample mean (mean climatology) of a vector is defined by (Gentle 2024, p. 45)
%= (1/m1"x = (1/n) Tk, x; = (1/n)(x, 1) (A4)
Appendix B Proofs
Proof of Theorem 3: We first prove part (b). Let F € F@, t(@ € TW(F), and z € R¥.
Then  E;[S9(t@, )] = E[SED, g9))] = Epw [SE,y )] < Eyio[S(2,y)] =

IEF[S(z,g(X))] = Ez[S9(z, X)]' The critical inequality holds because X(g) has CDF F(9),
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FOeF@DcF and t@WeT@F)=TF9). The equality E[St9D,g(y)]=
E @ [S(t9, y9)] is a consequence of the law of the unconscious statistician,

To prove parts (c) and (a), we note that the inequality is strict if S is strictly F-consistent

for T, unless z € T (F) = T(F©),

Part (d) is established by observing that g is a bijection and by applying the implications
demonstrated in parts (a), (b) and (c).m

Proof of Theorem 4: We first prove part (b). Let F(9) € F(9), t(@ € TWW(F),and z € R*.
Then [EF[V(g)(t(g),X)] = Er[V(t@, gy)] = Ep [V (¢, y9)] = 0. The critical equality
to zero holds because X(g) has CDF F9, F@ € F@ c F and t@ € TW(F) = T(F©),
The equality E¢[V(t9, g(3))] = Ep@ [V (9, y'9)] is a consequence of the law of the
unconscious statistician.

To prove parts (c) and (a), we note that the equality to zero is strict if S is a strict F-

identification function for T, unless z € T9(F) = T(F@)).

Part (d) is established by observing that g is a bijection and by applying the implications
demonstrated in parts (a), (b) and (c).m
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