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ABSTRACT

Uncertainty is a fundamental aspect of real-world scenarios, where

perfect information is rarely available. Humans naturally develop

complex internal models to navigate incomplete data and effectively

respond to unforeseen or partially observed events. In machine

learning, Focal Loss is commonly used to reduce misclassification

rates by emphasizing hard-to-classify samples. However, it does not

guarantee well-calibrated predicted probabilities and may result in

models that are overconfident or underconfident. High calibration

error indicates a misalignment between predicted probabilities and

actual outcomes, affecting model reliability. This research intro-

duces a novel loss function called Focal Calibration Loss (FCL),

designed to improve probability calibration while retaining the ad-

vantages of Focal Loss in handling difficult samples. By minimizing

the Euclidean norm through a strictly proper loss, FCL penalizes

the instance-wise calibration error and constrains bounds. We pro-

vide theoretical validation for proposed method and apply it to

calibrate CheXNet for potential deployment in web-based health-

care systems. Extensive evaluations on various models and datasets

demonstrate that our method achieves SOTA performance in both

calibration and accuracy metrics.
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1 INTRODUCTION

In web-based applications, ranging from search engines to medical

imaging and diagnostic systems, well-calibrated models are essen-

tial for ensuring accurate and trustworthy outcomes. Deploying

such models improves the reliability of predictions and fosters user

confidence in automated decision-making, whether in image classi-

fiers [31] or large language models [1]. However, while Focal Loss,

has proven effective in handling class imbalance, it often leads to

overly confident predictions that are poorly calibrated [28]. A well-

calibrated predictor inherently aligns its predicted probabilities

with the true likelihood of events, reducing the discrepancy be-

tween the model’s confidence and actual outcomes. This alignment

Figure 1: Grad-CAM [41] Heatmap Visualization of CheXNet
Model [39] Predictions for Pneumonia Detection. This figure
shows Grad-CAM heatmaps from the CheXNet model ap-
plied to twoChestX-ray14 test cases for pneumonia detection.
The model predicts the probability of each thoracic disease
and generates a corresponding pathology likelihood map.
Subfigures (1.a, 2.a) show outputs from the model trained
with cross-entropy loss; (1.b, 2.b) with focal loss; and (1.c, 2.c)
with focal calibration loss, illustrating the impact of different
loss functions on localizing disease-relevant regions.

minimizes the need for post-processing calibrationmethods, such as

temperature scaling [12] or isotonic regression [37], which are typi-

cally employed to adjust miscalibrated outputs after model training.

The post-processing gap is the difference between a model’s raw

predictions and the calibrated probabilities required for reliable

decision-making. Therefore, achieving a well-calibrated predictor

directly within the loss function reduces this post-processing gap,

leading to more accurate and trustworthy predictions without ad-

ditional adjustments.

Motivation and Contributions Recent studies have further es-
tablished the theoretical foundation of focal loss in the context of

classification calibration [9]. It has been demonstrated that focal

loss is classification-calibrated, implying that a classifier trained

with focal loss has the potential to reach the optimal Bayes classi-

fier. Nonetheless, training with focal loss can yield classifiers that

exhibit either underconfidence or overconfidence, making it an

unreliable class-posterior probability estimator. Focal loss is not a

proper scoring rule, which means it does not provide an unbiased
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estimation of class-posterior probabilities [9]. A proper scoring rule

is designed to encourage the model to output probability estimates

that match the true posterior distribution. Proper loss functions

have been identified a local optimality condition necessary and

sufficient for ensuring calibration [3]. Certain proper loss functions,

like Log-loss and quadratic loss, achieve calibration by ensuring that

the loss cannot be significantly reduced through post-processing

functions with specific Lipschitz continuity guarantees. This rela-

tionship highlights the optimization of proper loss functions, such

as the Brier score [5], in achieving calibration in deep learning mod-

els, as suggested by Lakshminarayanan et al. [23]. Given the prior
established benefits of proper loss functions in calibration,
this research investigates whether integrating a proper loss
into the focal loss can boost its calibration as a class-posterior
probability estimator. Our key contributions are as follows:

• We propose the Focal Calibration Loss (FCL), a theoretically

grounded loss function that merges the traditional Focal

Loss with a calibration loss term (proper loss), ensuring

better probability calibration by uniquely aligning predicted

probabilities with true class-posterior probabilities, thus

effectively mitigating overconfidence and underconfidence.

• Through rigorous theoretical proofs, we demonstrate that

minimizing the FCL yields classifiers with superior prob-

ability and classification calibration, resulting in a lower

post-processing gap than with the Focal Loss alone.

• Weempirically demonstrate that FCL significantly enhances

model calibration and classification performance through

extensive experiments on both in-distribution and out-of-

distribution image and NLP datasets. Additionally, by em-

ploying the smooth calibration error (smCE) metric, we

achieve more consistent calibration assessments, effectively

addressing the discontinuity issues inherent in traditional

bin-basedmetrics. FCL improves anomaly localization, recog-

nition, and robustness in Chest X-ray imaging applications.

2 PRELIMINARIES

2.1 Problem Formulation
In multiclass classification, let X denote the input space and Y =

{1, 2, . . . , 𝐾} the label space, where 𝐾 represents the number of

classes.
1
Consider a dataset D = {(𝒙𝑖 , 𝑦𝑖 )}𝑛𝑖=1 consisting of 𝑛 la-

beled instances independently drawn from an unknown probability

distribution over X ×Y with density 𝑝 (𝒙, 𝑦). The goal is to find a

classifier 𝑓 : X → Y that minimizes the classification risk [9]:

Rℓ (𝑓 ) = E(𝒙,𝑦)∼𝑝 (𝒙,𝑦) [ℓ (𝑓 (𝒙), 𝑦)], (1)

where ℓ (𝑓 (𝒙), 𝑦) = 1[ 𝑓 (𝒙 )≠𝑦 ] is the zero-one loss, and ℓ ∈ [0, 1].
The true class-posterior probability vector is defined as 𝜼(𝒙) =

[𝜂1 (𝒙), . . . , 𝜂𝐾 (𝒙)]⊤, where 𝜂𝑘 (𝒙) = P(𝑦 = 𝑘 | 𝒙) is the true

probability of class 𝑘 given input 𝒙 .
The Bayes-optimal classifier 𝑓 ℓ,∗, which minimizes the expected

classification risk in Equation (1), is given by:

1
Vectors are denoted by boldface letters (e.g., 𝒙), scalars by regular letters (e.g., 𝑥 ), and
the 𝑖-th element of a vector 𝒙 by 𝑥𝑖 . The indicator function is 1[· ] , and 𝒙⊤

denotes

the transpose of 𝒙 .

Definition 1 (Bayes-Optimal Classifier [54]). The Bayes-
optimal solution for multiclass classification is defined as:

𝑓 ℓ,∗ (𝒙) = argmax

𝑦∈Y
𝜂𝑦 (𝒙) . (2)

Knowing the true class-posterior probabilities 𝜼(𝒙) allows for
the determination of the Bayes-optimal classifier. However, the

converse is not necessarily true [2].

2.2 Empirical Surrogate Risk
Training a neural network classifier typically involves learning a

function 𝑓 : X → Δ𝐾 that maps an input 𝒙 ∈ X to a𝐾-dimensional

vector of predicted probabilities over the classes, denoted as 𝒑̂(𝒙) =
𝑓 (𝒙) = [𝑝1 (𝒙), . . . , 𝑝𝐾 (𝒙)]⊤. Here, Δ𝐾 denotes the 𝐾-dimensional

probability simplex and define the predicted probability vector as:

Δ𝐾 =

{
𝒑 ∈ [0, 1]𝐾 |

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑝𝑘 = 1

}
. (3)

where 𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) represents the predicted probability for class 𝑘 . A

common choice for 𝑓 is a deep neural network with a softmax

output layer. For a given input 𝒙 , the decision rule 𝑓 ∗ selects the
class with the highest predicted probability:

𝑓 ∗ (𝒙) = argmax

𝑦∈Y
𝑝𝑦 (𝒙). (4)

Minimizing the classification risk in Equation (1) is impractical due

to the finite sample size and the computational intractability of

optimizing the zero-one loss because it is non-convex and non-

differentiable [2, 54]. Therefore, practitioners often minimize an

empirical surrogate risk instead [2, 47].

Definition 2 (Empirical Surrogate Risk [47]). Let ℓ : Δ𝐾 ×
Δ𝐾 → R be a surrogate loss function, and let e𝑦𝑖 ∈ {0, 1}𝐾 be the
one-hot encoded vector for class 𝑦𝑖 . The empirical surrogate risk is
defined as:

ˆRℓ (𝑓 ) = 1

𝑛

𝑛∑︁
𝑖=1

ℓ
(
𝑓 (𝒙𝑖 ), e𝑦𝑖

)
. (5)

Applying regularization techniques helps mitigate overfitting

[36]. The choice of an appropriate surrogate loss function is crucial,

as it affects the classifier’s performance. An ideal surrogate loss

should be easier to optimize than the zero-one loss and ensure that

minimizing the surrogate risk aligns with minimizing the expected

classification risk [9].

2.3 OC and UC Definitions
Definition 3 (Overconfidence and Underconfidence). Let

𝑓 : X → Δ𝐾 be a classifier mapping inputs to predicted probabilities
𝒑̂(𝒙) = 𝑓 (𝒙) = [𝑝1 (𝒙), . . . , 𝑝𝐾 (𝒙)]⊤, and𝜼(𝒙) = [𝜂1 (𝒙), . . . , 𝜂𝐾 (𝒙)]⊤
denote the true class-posterior probabilities. The model 𝑓 is said to be:
Overconfident (OC)/Underconfident (UC) at 𝒙 ∈ X if the highest
predicted probability exceeds/less than the highest true probability:

𝛿OC (𝒙) := max

𝑘∈Y
𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) −max

𝑘∈Y
𝜂𝑘 (𝒙) > 0, (6)

𝛿UC (𝒙) := max

𝑘∈Y
𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) −max

𝑘∈Y
𝜂𝑘 (𝒙) < 0. (7)

In other words, overconfidence occurs when the model assigns

a higher probability to its most confident prediction than the true
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likelihood, potentially leading to overly assertive but incorrect

decisions. Underconfidence occurs when the model is less certain

than warranted, which may cause hesitation in decision-making.

2.4 Calibration Error
The Expected Calibration Error (ECE) is a widely used metric for

assessing a model’s calibration. It quantifies the difference between

predicted confidences and actual accuracies. Other metrics like

Maximum Calibration Error (MCE), Adaptive-ECE (AdaECE),
and Classwise-ECE provide additional insights. These metrics rely

on binning strategies and are formally defined in Equations (18)–

(22) (Appendix A.1). However, binning methods can suffer from

issues like bin size selection and data sparsity within bins. To ad-

dress these limitations, the SmoothCalibration Error (smCE) has
been proposed, which avoids discrete binning by using continuous

kernel density estimation [4].

Definition 4 (Smooth Calibration Error [3]). LetH be the
family of all 1-Lipschitz functions 𝜂 : [0, 1] → [−1, 1]. For predicted
probabilities 𝒑̂(𝒙) = 𝑓 (𝒙) = (𝑝1 (𝒙), 𝑝2 (𝒙), . . . , 𝑝𝐾 (𝒙)) and one-hot
encoded true labels 𝒚 = (𝑦1, 𝑦2, . . . , 𝑦𝐾 ), smooth calibration error is:

smCE(𝑓 ) := sup

𝜂∈H
E(𝒙,𝑦)∼D

[
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(𝑦𝑘 − 𝑝𝑘 (𝒙))𝜂 (𝑝𝑘 (𝒙))
]
. (8)

2.5 Calibration and Entropy

Figure 2: Impact of the focusing parameter𝛾 on Expected Cal-
ibration Error (ECE) for (a) ResNet-18, (b) MobileNetV2, and
(c) EfficientNet-B0, all trained with focal loss on CIFAR-10.
Increasing 𝛾 leads to higher ECE, indicating poorer calibra-
tion.

Focal loss can be expressed in terms of the Kullback-Leibler (KL)

divergence with entropy adjustments [32], as the inequality:

L
focal

(𝑓 (𝒙),𝒚) ≥ KL

(
𝜼(𝒙)



 𝑓 (𝒙)) + H[𝜼(𝒙)] − 𝛾H[𝑓 (𝒙)], (9)

where KL(𝜼(𝒙) ∥ 𝑓 (𝒙)) is the KL divergence from the true dis-

tribution 𝜼(𝒙) to the predicted distribution 𝑓 (𝒙), and H[·] denotes
the entropy function (see Appendix A.9).

Calibration ensures that predicted probabilities reflect true out-

come likelihoods. A well-calibrated model’s predicted probability

𝑝𝑘 (𝒙)matches the actual frequency of the outcome for class𝑘 . Focal

loss adjusts the importance of examples using the focusing param-

eter 𝛾 . In Equation (9), the term KL(𝜼(𝒙) ∥ 𝑓 (𝒙)) encourages 𝑓 (𝒙)
to approximate 𝜼(𝒙), promoting calibration. The term H[𝜼(𝒙)] is
constant and does not affect optimization.

For low 𝛾 , focal loss favors high-entropy (less confident) predic-

tions, aiding calibration by avoiding overconfidence. However, as 𝛾

increases, focal loss penalizes high-entropy predictions more, po-

tentially leading to overconfident predictions that misrepresent true

likelihoods, resulting in poor calibration, as illustrated in Figure 2.

2.6 Post-Processing Gap
We define the post-processing gap as the difference between the

expected calibration loss E(𝒙,𝑦)∼D [L
calib

(𝑓 (𝒙),𝒚)] and the mini-

mal expected calibration loss achievable through post-processing

𝑓 (𝒙) ↦→ 𝜅 (𝑓 (𝒙)) for some 1-Lipschitz function 𝜅.

Definition 5 (Post-Processing Gap [3]). Let K be the family
of all post-processing functions 𝜅 : [0, 1] → [0, 1] such that the
function 𝛿 (𝑣) = 𝜅 (𝑣) − 𝑣 is 1-Lipschitz continuous. For a predictor
𝑓 : X → [0, 1]𝐾 and a distributionD overX×Y, the post-processing
gap pGapD (𝑓 ) is defined as:
pGapD (𝑓 ) = E(𝒙,𝑦)∼D [L(𝑓 (𝒙), 𝑦)] − inf𝜅∈K E(𝒙,𝑦)∼D [L(𝜅 (𝑓 (𝒙)), 𝑦)] .

(10)

This gap quantifies the maximum improvement in calibration

achievable through optimal post-processing. It serves as a bench-

mark to assess how close a model’s calibration is to the best possible

calibration achievable via smooth transformations.

3 PROPOSED METHOD

3.1 Focal Calibration Loss
Our observations in Figure 3 indicate that focal loss tends to produce

higher-entropy predictions, resulting in outputs closer to uniform

probabilities (e.g., 0.5 in binary classification). This occurs even

when the true probability 𝜂𝑘 (𝒙) is near 0 or 1 (i.e., for easy sam-

ples), leading to underconfident predictions and reduced calibration

reliability. Charoenphakdee et al. [9] also demonstrated that focal

loss is classification-calibrated but not strictly proper. To address

calibration issues, we propose the Focal Calibration Loss (FCL) by
adding a proper loss term to the focal loss.

Let 𝑓 : X → Δ𝐾 be a classifier mapping inputs 𝒙𝑖 ∈ X to

predicted probabilities 𝒑̂𝑖 = 𝑓 (𝒙𝑖 ) = [𝑝𝑖1, 𝑝𝑖2, . . . , 𝑝𝑖𝐾 ]⊤ ∈ Δ𝐾 . Let
𝒚𝑖 = [𝑦𝑖1, 𝑦𝑖2, . . . , 𝑦𝑖𝐾 ]⊤ ∈ Δ𝐾 be the one-hot encoded true labels.

We define the Focal Calibration Loss L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

as:

L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

=
1

𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

[L
focal

(𝑓 (𝒙𝑖 ),𝒚𝑖 ) + 𝜆Lcalib
(𝑓 (𝒙𝑖 ),𝒚𝑖 )] , (11)

where 𝛾 ≥ 0 and 𝜆 ≥ 0 are hyperparameters controlling the focus

and calibration trade-off, respectively.

L
focal

(𝑓 (𝒙𝑖 ),𝒚𝑖 ) = −
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑦𝑖𝑘 (1 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 (𝒙𝑖 ))𝛾 log 𝑝𝑖𝑘 (𝒙𝑖 ), (12)

L
calib

(𝑓 (𝒙𝑖 ),𝒚𝑖 ) = ∥ 𝑓 (𝒙𝑖 ) −𝒚𝑖 ∥22 =
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(𝑝𝑖𝑘 (𝒙𝑖 ) − 𝑦𝑖𝑘 )2 . (13)

By directly optimizing calibration, we minimize the calibration

error by reducing the Euclidean norm between 𝒑̂𝑖 and𝒚𝑖 , even with-
out access to the true class-posterior probabilities (𝜼). Consequently,
FCL simultaneously constrains the bounds on overconfidence and

underconfidence (Thm. 6) while ensuring classification calibrated

with the strict propriety (Thm. 12), and achieves a smaller or equal
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Figure 3: Binary classification (𝐾 = 2): Optimal predicted
probabilities 𝑝 for ground-truth probabilities 𝑞 ∈ [0, 1] using
Cross-Entropy Loss, Focal Loss, and Focal Calibration Loss.

post-processing gap compared to traditional focal loss (Thm. 13),

thereby leading to better-calibrated models.

4 THEORETICAL EVIDENCE

4.1 Mitigate OC/UC Beyond Focal Loss
Our goal is to show that minimizing the FCL leads to predicted

probabilities 𝒑̂(𝒙) that are closer to 𝜼(𝒙), thus mitigating OC/UC.

Theorem 6. Let 𝑓 be a classifier trained by minimizing the Focal
Calibration Loss L𝛾,𝜆FCL with 𝜆 > 0. Then, for any 𝒙 ∈ X, the overcon-
fidence and underconfidence are bounded by the Euclidean distance
between the predicted probabilities and the true class-posterior proba-
bilities: ����max

𝑘
𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) −max

𝑘
𝜂𝑘 (𝒙)

���� ≤ ∥𝒑̂(𝒙) − 𝜼(𝒙)∥
2
. (14)

Therefore, minimizing L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

reduces overconfidence and un-

derconfidence by directly minimizing ∥𝒑̂(𝒙) − 𝜼(𝒙)∥2
2
. Since the

Euclidean norm aggregates the squared differences across all classes,

it provides an upper bound on any individual difference (Appen-

dix A.2 and A.3).

4.2 Classification-Calibrated
In this section, we theoretically prove that minimizing the focal

calibration risk RL𝛾,𝜆

FCL yields the Bayes-optimal classifier, which

ensures the highest possible expected accuracy in classification

tasks [54]. To demonstrate this, we show that the Focal Calibration

Loss (FCL) is classification-calibrated [2, 45].

Definition 7. (Pointwise Conditional Risk). The pointwise condi-
tional risk RL of an input 𝒙 with its class-posterior probability 𝜼(𝒙)

is defined as:

RL (𝒒(𝒙);𝜼(𝒙)) =
∑︁
𝑦∈Y

𝜂𝑦 (𝒙)L(𝒒(𝒙), 𝒆𝑦) . (15)

Intuitively, the pointwise conditional risk RL
corresponds to

the expected penalty for a data point 𝒙 when using 𝒒(𝒙) as a score
function. L(𝒒(𝒙), 𝒆𝑦) denotes the loss incurred by predicting 𝒒(𝒙)
when the true class is 𝑦, where 𝒆𝑦 ∈ {0, 1}𝐾 is a one-hot encoded

vector corresponding to class 𝑦.

Definition 8. (Classification-Calibrated Loss [2, 45]). Consider a
surrogate loss L. Let 𝒒L,∗ = argmin𝒒 RL (𝒒(𝒙);𝜼(𝒙)) be the mini-
mizer of the pointwise conditional risk. L is classification-calibrated,
if RL0-1 (𝑓 𝒒L,∗ ) = RL0-1 (𝑓 L0-1,∗).

Classification calibration guarantees that the minimizer of the

pointwise conditional risk of a surrogate loss will yield the Bayes-

optimal classifier. This definition suggests that by minimizing a

classification-calibrated loss, even if 𝒒L,∗ (𝒙) is not equal to the

true class-posterior probability 𝜂 (𝒙), we can still achieve the Bayes-

optimal classifier from 𝒒L,∗ (𝒙) as long as their decision rules match.

Definition 9. (Strictly Order-Preserving Property). Let X be the
input space, and Y = {1, 2, . . . , 𝐾} be the label space with 𝐾 classes.
For an input sample 𝒙 ∈ X, let 𝒒 = [𝑞1 (𝒙), 𝑞2 (𝒙), . . . , 𝑞𝐾 (𝒙)]⊤
denote the predicted probability distribution over the 𝐾 classes, and
𝜼(𝒙) = [𝜂1 (𝒙), 𝜂2 (𝒙), . . . , 𝜂𝐾 (𝒙)]⊤ denote the true class-posterior
probability distribution. Let L(𝒒, 𝑦) be a loss function, where 𝒒 is the
predicted probability distribution and 𝑦 is the true label. Formally,
let 𝑞L,∗

𝑖
(𝒙) denote the minimizer of the pointwise conditional risk

RL (𝒙). The loss function L is classification-calibrated if and only if:

𝑞
L,∗
𝑖

(𝒙) < 𝑞L,∗
𝑗

(𝒙) ⇒ 𝜂𝑖 (𝒙) < 𝜂 𝑗 (𝒙). (16)

for all 𝑖, 𝑗 ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 𝐾} and for all 𝒙 ∈ X. This ensures that the
predicted probabilities’ order matches the true probabilities’ order,
leading to a Bayes-optimal classifier.

A loss function is said to be classification-calibrated if it satisfies

the strictly order-preserving property. This property ensures that

the minimizer of the pointwise conditional risk preserves the or-

der of the true class-posterior probabilities. To simplify notation,

we use 𝒒𝛾,𝜆,∗ to denote 𝒒L
𝛾,𝜆

FCL
,∗
, i.e., the focal calibration risk min-

imizer with parameters 𝛾 and 𝜆. Since 𝒒𝛾,𝜆,∗ preserves the order

of 𝜂, it follows that argmax𝑦 𝒒
𝛾,𝜆,∗
𝑦 (𝒙) = argmax𝑦 𝜂𝑦 (𝒙). Thus,

the Bayes-optimal classifier can be achieved by minimizing the fo-

cal calibration risk minimizer, i.e., RL0-1 (𝑓 𝒒𝛾,𝜆,∗ ) = RL0-1 (𝑓 L0-1,∗ ).
Our proof demonstrates that the FCL possesses the strictly order-

preserving property (Appendix A.5), which is sufficient for classifi-

cation calibration [54]. The following theorem guarantees that the

focal calibration loss is classification-calibrated.

4.3 Strictly Proper
In this section, we examine the FCL in the context of class-posterior

probability estimation. We theoretically demonstrate that the sim-

plex output of the focal calibration risk minimizer 𝒒𝛾,𝜆,∗ does not
produce the true class-posterior probability. To be suitable for class-

posterior probability estimation, a surrogate loss must be strictly

proper, defined as follows.
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Definition 10. (Strictly Proper Loss [7, 11, 42]). We say that a
loss L : Δ𝐾 × Δ𝐾 → R is strictly proper if L(𝒑̂,𝒚) is minimized iff
𝒑̂ = 𝒚.

Strict properness can be viewed as a fundamental requirement

for a loss function when estimating the true class-posterior proba-

bility [49]. When comparing the ground truth probability 𝒚 and its

estimate 𝒑̂, we want the loss function to be minimized if and only

if 𝒑̂ = 𝒚, indicating that the probability estimation is correct. Strict

properness is a more stringent requirement than classification cali-

bration since all strictly proper losses are classification-calibrated;

however, the reverse does not hold true [40, 49]. While focal loss

has been proven to be not strictly proper, we demonstrate that

calibration loss is strictly proper in Thm. 11 (Appendix A.7), and

focal calibration loss is strictly proper in Thm. 12 (Appendix A.8).

Theorem 11. The calibration loss defined as the mean squared 𝐿2
norm, Lcalib (𝑓 (𝒙𝑖 ),𝒚𝑖 ) = ∥ 𝑓 (𝒙𝑖 ) −𝒚𝑖 ∥22 =

∑𝐾
𝑘=1

(𝑝𝑖𝑘 − 𝑦𝑖𝑘 )2 , is a
strictly proper scoring rule for both binary and multiclass classifica-
tion.

Theorem 12. The Focal Calibration Loss L𝛾,𝜆FCL is strictly proper
iff 𝜆 > 0 and 𝛾 ≥ 0.

4.4 Reduction of Post-Processing Gap
Theorem 13. For any predictor 𝑓 : X → [0, 1] and any distribu-

tion D over X × {0, 1}, the focal calibration loss L𝛾,𝜆FCL results in a
smaller or equal post-processing gap compared to the focal loss:

pGapD (LFCL) ≤ pGapD (Lfocal). (17)

Thm. 13 indicates that incorporating the calibration loss term

into the FCL objective function effectively reduces the potential

improvement achievable through post-processing. This suggests

that models trained with FCL are inherently better calibrated, as it

reduces the calibration error (Appendix A.14).

5 EXPERIMENTAL RESULTS

We evaluate the effectiveness of our proposed method on both

image and text classification tasks. For image classification, we
utilize datasets such as CIFAR-10/100 [19], Tiny-ImageNet [10], and

CheXNet [39] to evaluate calibration of models including ResNet50

[13], ResNet-100 [14], Wide-ResNet-26-10 [53], and DenseNet-121

[16]. For text classification, we employ the 20 Newsgroups dataset

[24], web news dataset AG News [55] and FinSen [25], training with

global-pooling CNN [26]. More, we include Out-of-Distribution

(OoD) datasets to evaluate the robustness of the models: the SVHN

dataset [35], which consists of street view house numbers, and the

CIFAR-10-C dataset [15], a corrupted version of the CIFAR-10.

Baselines Among calibration-during-training methods, Cross

Entropy with Weight Decay (5 × 10
−4
)[12], MMCE [22], Brier loss

[5], Label Smoothing (LS-0.05) [43], sample-dependent focal loss

(FLSD-53)[28], and Dual Focal Loss [44] as baselines. For post hoc

calibration, we report the effect of temperature scaling[12] on top

of these methods. For temperature scaling, we select the optimal

temperature 𝑇 ∈ (0, 10] (step size 0.1) that gives the lowest ECE on

the validation set.

Experiment Setup Our experiment setup aligns with prior

work and public code by Mukhoti et al. [32] implemented using

PyTorch. CIFAR-10/100: Trained ResNet-50, ResNet-110, WideRes-

Net, DenseNet for 350 epochs, with a learning rate set to 0.1 for

the first 150 epochs, 0.01 for the following 100 epochs, and 0.001

for the remaining epochs. Tiny-ImageNet: Trained ResNet for 100

epochs, with a learning rate set to 0.1 for the first 40 epochs, 0.01

for the following 20 epochs, and 0.001 for the remaining epochs. 20

Newsgroups: Trained Global Pooling CNN for 50 epochs, with a

learning rate set to 0.001, beta set from 0.9 to 0.999. We used Glove

word embedding (glove.6B.100d) to train and evaluated by the best

validated models. CheXNet: Trained DenseNet for 100 epochs with

a ReduceLROnPlateau scheduler (patience = 5). For optimization,

we used SGD with a weight decay of 5 × 10
−4

and momentum of

0.9 for CIFAR-10/100 and Tiny-ImageNet, Adam optimizer with

a learning rate of 0.001 for 20Newsgroup, and Adam optimizer

with a learning rate of 0.0001 for CheXNet with 1 × 10
−5

weight

decay. The batch sizes are all set to 128 but 32 for CheXNet. All

experiments were conducted on NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3060 Ti and

NVIDIA GeForce RTX 4090, with random seeds set to 1. For temper-

ature scaling results, the temperature parameter 𝑇 was optimized

through a grid search over the range 𝑇 ∈ [0, 0.1, 0.2, . . . , 10] on the

validation set, based on the best post-temperature-scaling ECE. The

exact temperature parameter was also used for other metrics, such

as AdaECE, Classwise-ECE and smCE.

5.1 Calibration Performance
5.1.1 Calibration Error. Tables 1, 3, 6, and 7 present the ECE, smCE,

AdaECE, and Classwise-ECE metrics, respectively, before (pre) and

after (post) temperature scaling for different methods across vari-

ous models and datasets. Overall, FCL consistently achieves lower

pre-T calibration error compared to other methods, indicating bet-

ter inherent calibration. Post-T calibration error for FCL are also

among the lowest, showcasing its effectiveness even after tem-

perature scaling. FCL performs well across different architectures,

particularly excelling with DenseNet-121 and ResNet-50/110. It

demonstrates strong performance on CIFAR-10, CIFAR-100, and

Tiny-ImageNet, with significant improvements in calibration. These

results underscore the efficacy of FCL in enhancing model calibra-

tion, outperforming other methods like Brier Loss, MMCE, and

Label Smoothing, Focal Loss in both pre- and post-temperature

scaling scenarios.

5.1.2 Reliability Diagram. The Fig. 9 for ResNet-110 trained on

CIFAR-10 show the reliability diagram for different loss functions:

Cross Entropy, FLSD-53, Dual Focal, and Focal Calibration. The

Cross Entropy loss shows a significant gap between the expected

and actual accuracy, especially in the higher confidence bins in-

dicated poor calibration. Focal Calibration Loss achieves the best

2
We follow the experimental methodology of Mukhoti et al. (2020) [32], utilizing their

publicly available code [33]. For the Dual Focal Loss, we initially set 𝛾 = 5 based on

preliminary tuning reported by Tao et al. (2023) [44] to ensure a fair comparison. Since

specific 𝛾 values for other models and datasets were not provided, we performed cross-

validation to determine the optimal 𝛾 for each experiment. These optimized 𝛾 values

may influence the observed results by enhancing model calibration and performance.

Optimal temperature scaling values determined by validation set (included in brackets)

close to 1.0 indicate well-calibrated predictions requiring minimal adjustment.

3
The smCE metrics is based on the approach presented by Błasiok and Nakkiran [4],

with the corresponding implementation publicly available on GitHub [8].
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Table 1: ↓ ECE (%) for various methods both before (pre) and after (post) applying temperature scaling (Bin = 15) 2.

Dataset Model

Weight Decay[12] Brier Loss[5] MMCE[22] Label Smooth[43] Focal Loss - 53[32] Dual Focal[44] Focal Calibration

Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T

CIFAR-100

ResNet-50 18.02 2.60(2.2) 5.47 3.71(1.1) 15.05 3.41(1.9) 6.38 5.12(1.1) 5.54 2.28(1.1) 8.79 2.31(1.3) 3.71 2.14(1.1)
ResNet-110 19.29 4.75(2.3) 6.72 3.59(1.2) 18.84 4.52(2.3) 9.53 5.20(1.3) 11.02 3.88(1.3) 11.65 3.75(1.3) 4.19 3.23(1.1)

Wide-ResNet-26-10 15.17 2.82(2.1) 4.07 3.03(1.1) 13.57 3.89(2.0) 3.29 3.29(1.0) 2.42 2.16(1.1) 5.30 2.27(1.2) 2.22 2.22(1.0)

DenseNet-121 19.07 3.42(2.2) 4.28 2.22(1.1) 17.37 3.22(2.0) 8.63 4.82(1.1) 3.40 1.55(1.1) 6.69 1.65(1.2) 1.31 1.31(1.0)

CIFAR-10

ResNet-50 4.23 1.37(2.5) 1.83 0.96(1.1) 4.67 1.11(2.6) 4.23 1.87(0.9) 1.46 1.46(1.0) 1.32 1.32(1.0) 0.76 0.76(1.0)
ResNet-110 4.86 1.94(2.6) 2.50 1.36(1.2) 5.22 1.24(2.8) 3.74 1.22(0.9) 1.67 1.10(1.1) 1.48 1.27(1.1) 0.95 0.95(1.0)

Wide-ResNet-26-10 3.24 0.86(2.2) 1.07 1.07(1.0) 3.60 1.26(2.2) 4.66 1.27(0.8) 1.83 1.17(0.9) 3.35 0.94(0.8) 0.92 0.92(1.0)

DenseNet-121 4.70 1.54(2.4) 1.24 1.24(1.0) 4.97 1.71(2.4) 4.05 1.01(0.9) 1.73 1.22(0.9) 0.70 1.31(0.9) 0.66 0.66(1.0)

Tiny-ImageNet ResNet-50 16.03 5.23(1.5) 5.12 3.49(0.9) 13.15 4.77(1.3) 15.05 5.35(0.7) 1.61 1.61(1.0) 2.69 2.69(1.0) 10.22 1.35(0.8)

NLP 20 Newsgroups Global Pooling CNN 17.92 2.39(2.3) 15.48 6.78(2.1) 15.38 3.22(1.9) 4.79 2.54(1.1) 6.92 2.19(1.1) 18.45 3.89(2.3) 15.35 1.54(2.2)
NLP AG News Global Pooling CNN 4.82 0.67(2.0) 6.83 2.73(2.8) 1.87 1.79(1.1) 3.90 1.62(0.8) 6.70 0.87(3.0) 2.87 2.44(0.8) 0.99 0.34(1.1)
NLP FinSen Global Pooling CNN 0.98 0.44(2.5) 0.54 0.54(1.0) 1.23 0.92(0.5) 4.41 0.53(0.6) 0.43 0.53(0.9) 0.40 0.50(0.7) 0.51 0.31(1.3)

Table 2: ↓ Classification error (%) on test set across different methods.

Dataset Model Weight Decay [12] Brier Loss [5] MMCE [22] Label Smooth [43] Focal Loss - 53 [32] Dual Focal[44] Focal Calibration

CIFAR-100

ResNet-50 22.75 25.29 22.16 23.03 22.44 21.97 21.81
ResNet-110 22.93 24.79 22.78 22.98 22.04 21.73 21.02

Wide-ResNet-26-10 20.64 20.45 20.59 20.36 19.89 20.05 19.81
DenseNet-121 24.20 23.83 23.70 21.85 22.84 23.00 21.80

CIFAR-10

ResNet-50 4.87 5.17 5.14 4.72 4.94 5.70 4.56
ResNet-110 5.20 5.34 5.56 4.70 5.19 5.82 4.75

Wide-ResNet-26-10 3.80 4.46 4.22 4.12 4.34 4.12 4.16

DenseNet-121 5.11 4.82 5.36 4.79 5.46 5.39 4.59
Tiny-ImageNet ResNet-50 50.36 53.47 51.57 47.93 48.84 49.73 47.68
20 Newsgroups Global Pooling CNN 27.66 27.16 28.41 28.03 31.16 28.93 27.13

AG News Global Pooling CNN 8.86 8.53 8.21 8.33 8.84 8.28 8.13
FinSen Global Pooling CNN 1.13 1.26 1.42 1.13 1.22 1.09 1.22

Table 3: ↓ smCE (%) for various methods both before (pre) and after (post) applying temperature scaling 3.

Dataset Model

Weight Decay[12] Brier Loss[5] MMCE[22] Label Smooth[43] Focal Loss - 53[32] Dual Focal[44] Focal Calibration

Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T

CIFAR-100

ResNet-50 14.95 2.63(2.2) 5.34 3.53(1.1) 13.40 3.12(1.9) 6.31 3.43(1.1) 5.56 2.37(1.1) 8.82 2.24(1.3) 3.68 2.29(1.1)
ResNet-110 15.05 3.84(2.3) 6.53 3.51(1.2) 14.86 3.51(2.3) 9.55 4.36(1.3) 10.98 3.60(1.3) 11.69 3.31(1.3) 4.16 3.08(1.1)

Wide-ResNet-26-10 12.97 2.85(2.1) 4.06 2.78(1.1) 12.27 3.85(2.0) 3.04 3.04(1.0) 2.34 2.20(1.1) 6.01 2.41(0.9) 2.16 2.16(1.0)
DenseNet-121 15.42 2.61(2.2) 3.86 1.93(1.1) 15.96 2.95(2.0) 3.85 3.68(1.1) 3.04 1.50(1.1) 4.07 1.72(0.9) 1.48 1.48(1.0)

CIFAR-10

ResNet-50 3.27 1.48(2.5) 1.83 1.27(1.1) 3.41 1.47(2.6) 3.31 1.92(0.9) 1.45 1.45(1.0) 1.36 1.36(1.0) 0.99 0.99(1.0)
ResNet-110 3.43 1.88(2.6) 2.49 1.63(1.2) 3.38 1.55(2.8) 2.87 1.52(0.9) 1.69 1.39(1.1) 1.48 1.35(1.1) 1.17 1.17(1.0)

Wide-ResNet-26-10 2.70 1.25(2.2) 1.55 1.55(1.0) 3.03 1.46(2.2) 3.75 1.47(0.8) 1.84 1.46(0.9) 3.31 1.20(0.8) 1.16 1.16(1.0)
DenseNet-121 15.42 2.61(2.4) 3.86 1.93(1.0) 15.96 2.95(2.4) 2.84 1.63(0.9) 3.04 1.50(0.9) 4.07 1.72(0.9) 1.48 1.48(1.0)

Tiny-ImageNet ResNet-50 15.80 5.02(1.5) 5.02 3.50(0.9) 13.02 4.65(1.3) 14.99 5.24(0.7) 1.46 1.46(1.0) 6.78 1.99(0.9) 10.23 1.39(0.8)

NLP 20 Newsgroups Global Pooling CNN 17.33 2.41(2.7) 15.13 1.85(2.2) 13.51 2.17(2.1) 4.77 7.40(0.8) 6.20 4.19(1.1) 10.95 3.54(1.8) 14.91 1.59(2.2)
NLP AG News Global Pooling CNN 4.56 0.80(2.0) 5.63 2.72(2.8) 1.78 1.75(1.1) 3.83 1.55(0.8) 6.07 0.75(3.0) 2.74 2.34(0.8) 1.12 0.60(1.1)
NLP FinSen Global Pooling CNN 0.88 0.66(2.5) 0.76 0.76(1.0) 1.30 0.91(0.5) 4.44 0.65(0.6) 0.68 0.68(0.9) 0.63 0.66(0.7) 0.72 0.65(1.3)

calibration among the methods, with the lowest ECE and a rela-

tively low MCE. The expected and actual accuracies are closely

aligned, indicating excellent calibration. Additionally, it has the

lowest test error, demonstrating that FCL not only improves cali-

bration but also maintains or improves classification performance.

The Fig. 10 for ResNet-50 trained on CIFAR-10 with epochs range

from 100 to 300 also proves it.

5.2 Classification Performance
5.2.1 Classification Error. The Tab. 2 presents the classification

error (%) on the test set for various methods across different datasets

and models. FCL consistently achieves the lowest classification

error in most cases across all datasets and models, demonstrating

its effectiveness in reducing test errors.

5.3 Gradient-Based Localization
5.3.1 Grad-CAM Heatmaps on CheXNet. We evaluate the effects of

Cross Entropy, Focal Loss, and Focal Calibration Loss on localization

performance using Grad-CAM heatmaps, a popular visualization

technique for identifying regions of interest in deep learningmodels

[41]. Fig. 1 presents a comparison of heatmaps generated with each

loss function applied to CheXNet [39], a deep learning model for
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chest X-ray classification. For Cross Entropy, the heatmaps show

broader regions of activation, which suggest that the model has less

certainty in localizing the anomalies. In contrast, focal loss demon-

strates more concentrated regions of activation. This suggests that

focal loss sharpens the model’s focus on challenging examples.

However, while the activations are more focused, they may not

always be aligned with precise boundaries, which could affect the

confidence in anomaly localization. Focal Calibration Loss, on the

other hand, provides the most well-defined and precise activation

areas. The heatmaps generated show a balanced focus, particu-

larly in difficult cases, while also improving probability calibration.

This results in clearer boundaries and more accurate localization of

anomalies lead to more confident and reliable predictions, making it

especially suited for medical diagnosis tasks where precise localiza-

tion and confidence in predictions are critical. Thus, FCL not only

enhances model calibration but also refines anomaly localization,

offering substantial benefits for applications in medical imaging

where accurate and confident diagnoses are of utmost importance.

5.4 Robustness on OoD Data Shift
Weassess the robustness ofmodels trained on in-distribution CIFAR-

10 and evaluated on two distinct out-of-distribution (OoD) datasets:

SVHN and CIFAR-10-C. Tab. 4 presents the performance of Area

Under the Receiver Operating Characteristic curve (AUROC) un-

der data shifts. Across most datasets, FCL consistently achieves the

highest AUROC, outperforming other models in handling OoD data.

This indicates that FCL enhances the model’s ability to distinguish

between in-distribution and out-of-distribution samples effectively.

This suggests that the robustness improvements introduced by FCL

generalize well across different types of OoD shifts.

5.5 Discussion
5.5.1 Faster convergence. In our experiments, we compared the

performance of various loss functions on the CIFAR-10 dataset

using a ResNet-110 architecture. Specifically, we evaluated CE, FL

(𝛾=3.0), DFL (𝛾=2.0), and FCL (𝛾=3.0). The results, depicted in Figure

4, illustrate the normalized test loss across training epochs. During

the initial epochs from 0 to 50, CE demonstrated a relatively stable

decrease, while the FL showed higher variability with sharp peaks

and troughs, indicating potential overfitting on hard examples. The

FCL shows faster convergence, reaching a low normalized test loss

more quickly than the other loss functions. This indicates that

FCL might be more effective in stabilizing and minimizing the loss

during the initial training phase. From epochs 50 to 150, all loss

functions exhibited a reduction in variability, but the FCL and DFL

consistently showed the lowest and most stable loss values with

similar pattern after epoch 150.

5.5.2 Balance between 𝛾 and 𝜆 . We compared the FCL and FL with

different 𝜆 values while keeping 𝛾 = 3.0 constant by metrics includ-

ing NLL, ECE, AdaECE, and Classwise-ECE both before and after

temperature scaling as well as test error for each 𝜆 in Fig. 5. NLL de-

creases initially as 𝜆 increases from 0 to 0.5 but shows fluctuations

and a slight increase beyond 𝜆 = 1.5. For post-temperature scaling,

NLL values are generally lower, indicating improved calibration.

ECE decreases significantly when 𝜆 is 0.5, indicating improved cali-

bration. However, calibration error increases for higher 𝜆 values,

Figure 4: Normalized test loss across training epochs for dif-
ferent loss functions on CIFAR-10 using ResNet-110. The
comparison includes Cross Entropy, Focal Loss (𝛾=3.0), Dual
Focal Loss ( 𝛾=2.0), and Focal Calibration Loss (𝛾=3.0). Focal
Calibration Loss with faster convergence and stability.

suggesting that too much regularization might degrade calibra-

tion performance as depicted in Fig. 5. The experiment shows that

𝜆 = 0.5 provides the best calibration performance across all ECE

metrics before and after temperature scaling. Adjusting𝛾 influences

how much the model concentrates on hard examples—higher 𝛾 in-

creases this focus, which can improve calibration but may also lead

to overfitting if excessive. Modifying 𝜆 controls the weight of the

calibration loss component; increasing 𝜆 emphasizes probability

calibration by penalizing deviations between predicted and true

probabilities, but overly large values can reduce classification ac-

curacy. Therefore, appropriate tuning of these hyperparameters is

crucial to achieving a desirable balance between calibration and

classification effectiveness. We provide table of 𝛾 and 𝜆 selection

with best calibration error performance in Appendix A.10.

5.5.3 Temperature scaling and post-processing gap. To empirically

validate the theoretical reduction in post-processing gap as The-

orem 13, we compare the ECE/smCE/AdaECE/Classwise-ECE of

models trained with focal loss and FCL before and after temperature

scaling. As shown in Tab. 1, Tab. 3, Tab. 6 and Tab.7, the focal loss

model exhibits a significant reduction in ECE after temperature

scaling, indicating a substantial post-processing gap. In contrast,

the FCL model shows minimal change in ECE after temperature

scaling closing with 1.0, particularly in smCE, confirming that FCL

effectively reduces the post-processing gap during training.

6 RELATEDWORK

Improving the calibration of deep neural networks (DNNs) is criti-

cal for reliable uncertainty estimation. A common strategy involves

post-hoc calibration methods, which adjust a pre-trained model’s

output probabilities without altering its architecture or training pro-

cedure. Platt scaling [38], originally designed for binary classifiers,

4
The Focal Calibration Loss reduces to the standard focal loss when 𝜆 = 0.
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Table 4: Robustness on OoD Dataset Shift. ↑AUROC (%) for shifting CIFAR-10 (in-distribution) to SVHN and CIFAR-10-C (OoD).

Dataset Model

Weight Decay[12] Brier Loss[5] MMCE[22] Label Smooth[43] Focal Loss - 53[32] Dual Focal[44] Focal Calibration

Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T

CIFAR-10/SVHN

ResNet-50 91.53 91.95 95.11 95.26 75.73 75.19 85.07 85.08 90.72 90.72 93.54 93.82 92.28 92.28

ResNet-110 77.56 76.11 94.49 94.67 75.01 73.40 82.94 83.03 90.11 90.18 95.26 95.69 92.60 92.60

Wide-ResNet-26-10 87.12 87.25 92.75 92.75 93.31 93.07 88.39 88.42 93.45 93.47 92.63 92.60 95.77 95.77
DenseNet-121 92.93 91.57 95.62 95.62 90.42 89.34 74.43 74.88 93.01 92.95 93.93 93.99 96.20 96.20

CIFAR-10/CIFAR-10-C

ResNet-50 83.09 81.29 89.91 89.89 87.81 88.13 67.98 68.34 91.37 91.37 87.79 87.64 89.66 89.66

ResNet-110 74.89 71.87 77.11 76.58 73.57 72.62 65.26 65.58 78.46 77.90 83.35 82.54 89.88 89.88
Wide-ResNet-26-10 80.67 79.79 89.44 89.44 76.80 76.34 84.43 84.47 82.91 83.51 84.05 83.89 90.98 90.98

DenseNet-121 86.96 80.91 53.87 53.87 69.15 65.23 72.26 72.55 90.35 90.51 82.90 82.32 90.57 90.57

Figure 5: Different hyperparameters trained on CIFAR-10
with ResNet-110. The plots show the performance of the
FCL with varying calibration parameter 𝜆 (𝛾 = 3.0) across
different metrics: NLL, ECE, AdaECE, and Classwise-ECE.
Each plot includes before (blue solid lines) and after (orange
dashed lines) temperature scaling, alongside the Test Error
(red dotted lines) 4.

was extended to multi-class settings by applying a linear trans-

formation to logits to improve calibration. More recent methods

like Temperature Scaling [12] introduce a temperature parameter

to adjust the predicted logits, effectively reducing the Expected

Calibration Error (ECE) across various models. Histogram Binning

[52] discretizes the probability space into bins to align confidence

scores with empirical frequencies. While effective, these methods

require held-out validation data and assume the test distribution

matches the calibration data.

6.1 Calibration Strategies
Regularization-based approaches aim to improve calibration dur-

ing training. Label Smoothing [34, 43] mitigates overconfidence by

blending true labels with a uniform distribution, softening hard

targets to enhance generalization and uncertainty estimation. Addi-

tionally, auxiliary losses like the Maximum Mean Calibration Error

(MMCE) [22] explicitly minimize the difference between predicted

and actual confidence levels. Bayesian techniques offer a principled

way to quantify uncertainty. For instance, Deep Ensembles [23]

aggregate predictions from multiple independently trained models

to yield well-calibrated confidence estimates, though they are com-

putationally intensive and less practical in resource-limited settings.

Focal Loss [28], designed to handle class imbalance in object detec-

tion, also affects calibration by concentrating on hard-to-classify

examples, which can reduce overconfidence but sometimes result

in underconfident predictions [9]. Dual Focal Loss (DFL) [44] im-

proves upon this by maximizing the margin between the true class

logit and the next highest logit, balancing overconfidence and un-

derconfidence to enhance calibration. Recently, smoothing-based

methods have been introduced to provide continuous calibration

measures. The Smooth Calibration Error (smCE) [4] uses kernel-

based smoothing to create a differentiable measure of calibration

error, overcoming the limitations of discrete binning in traditional

ECE calculations.

6.2 Calibration in Transformers and LLMs
Calibration of transformer-based language models has been evalu-

ated across various natural language processing tasks, including

machine translation [21], question answering [18], and selective

prediction [29, 48]. Recently, with the growing prominence of large-

scale generative language models (LLMs), studies have begun to

examine their calibration properties [17, 20, 27, 46, 50] and zero-

shot/few-shot learning [6]. To enhance text generation quality and

improve models’ handling of ambiguity, more studies have focused

on addressing miscalibration of token-level probabilities by im-

plementing calibration techniques that enable models to express

uncertainty more accurately [21, 27, 30, 51, 56].

7 CONCLUSIONS

In conclusion, our FCL effectively addresses the limitations of tradi-

tional Focal Loss by integrating a calibration term that significantly

enhances the accuracy of probability estimations. Traditional Focal

Loss has been instrumental in reducing misclassification rates by

focusing on hard-to-classify samples; however, it often falls short

in providing well-calibrated predictions. By ensuring that the loss

function is strictly proper, FCL delivers more reliable class-posterior

probabilities, which directly contributes to improved model confi-

dence and reliability across various applications even in unforeseen

circumstances.
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A APPENDIX

A.1 Evaluation Metrics
Formally, the ECE can be approximated by grouping predictions

into𝑀 bins and calculating the average confidence and accuracy

for each bin:

ECE =

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

|𝐵𝑚 |
𝑁

|acc(𝐵𝑚) − conf(𝐵𝑚) | (18)

where 𝑁 is the total number of samples,𝑀 is the number of bins,

𝐵𝑚 is the set of indices of samples whose predicted probability

falls into the𝑚-th bin, |𝐵𝑚 | is the number of samples in bin 𝐵𝑚 ,

acc(𝐵𝑚) is the accuracy of the samples in bin 𝐵𝑚 , and conf(𝐵𝑚) is
the average confidence of the samples in bin 𝐵𝑚 defined in Eq. (19).

acc(𝐵𝑚) = 1

|𝐵𝑚 |
∑︁
𝑖∈𝐵𝑚

1(𝑦𝑖 = 𝑦𝑖 ), conf(𝐵𝑚) = 1

|𝐵𝑚 |
∑︁
𝑖∈𝐵𝑚

𝑝𝑖

(19)

MCE = max

𝑚∈1,...,𝑀
|acc(𝐵𝑚) − conf(𝐵𝑚) |

(20)

AdaECE =

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

|𝐵𝑚 |
𝑁

|acc(𝐵𝑚) − conf(𝐵𝑚) | (21)

ClasswiseECE =
1

𝐾

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑀∑︁
𝑚=1

|𝐵𝑘𝑚 |
𝑁𝑘

|acc(𝐵𝑘𝑚) − conf(𝐵𝑘𝑚) | (22)

where 𝑁𝑘 is the number of samples in class 𝑘 , 𝐵𝑘𝑚 is the set of

indices of samples of class 𝑘 whose predicted probability falls into

the𝑚-th bin, |𝐵𝑘𝑚 | is the number of samples in bin 𝐵𝑘𝑚 , acc(𝐵𝑘𝑚)
is the accuracy of the samples in bin 𝐵𝑘𝑚 , and conf(𝐵𝑘𝑚) is the
average confidence of the samples in bin 𝐵𝑘𝑚 .

A.2 Proof of Thm. 6 Focal Calibration Loss
mitigates overconfidence (OC) and
underconfidence (UC)

In this appendix, we provide a mathematical proof that minimizing

the Focal Calibration Loss L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

mitigates overconfidence (OC) and

underconfidence (UC) in the predicted probabilities of a classifier.

Step 1: Bounding Overconfidence and Underconfidence. We aim to

bound the difference between the maximum predicted probability

and the maximum true class probability. For any 𝒙 ∈ X, we have:����max

𝑘
𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) −max

𝑘
𝜂𝑘 (𝒙)

���� ≤ ∥𝒑̂(𝒙) − 𝜼(𝒙)∥∞ , (23)

where ∥ · ∥∞ denotes the infinity norm.

Proof. Let 𝑘∗ = argmax𝑘 𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) and 𝑘† = argmax𝑘 𝜂𝑘 (𝒙).
Then, ����max

𝑘
𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) −max

𝑘
𝜂𝑘 (𝒙)

���� = ��𝑝𝑘∗ (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘† (𝒙)�� . (24)

Using the triangle inequality, we have:��𝑝𝑘∗ (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘† (𝒙)�� ≤ |𝑝𝑘∗ (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘∗ (𝒙) | +
��𝜂𝑘∗ (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘† (𝒙)�� . (25)

Since 𝜂𝑘† (𝒙) ≥ 𝜂𝑘∗ (𝒙) by the definition of 𝑘† and 𝑘∗, it follows
that: ��𝜂𝑘∗ (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘† (𝒙)�� = 𝜂𝑘† (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘∗ (𝒙) ≥ 0. (26)

Similarly, since 𝑝𝑘∗ (𝒙) ≥ 𝑝𝑘† (𝒙), we have:

𝑝𝑘∗ (𝒙) − 𝑝𝑘† (𝒙) ≥ 0. (27)

Combining Equations (25) and (26), we get:��𝑝𝑘∗ (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘† (𝒙)�� ≤ |𝑝𝑘∗ (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘∗ (𝒙) | +
(
𝜂𝑘† (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘∗ (𝒙)

)
. (28)

Since 𝜂𝑘† (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘∗ (𝒙) ≤ max𝑘 |𝜂𝑘 (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘 (𝒙) | = 0, the second

term is zero. Therefore,��𝑝𝑘∗ (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘† (𝒙)�� ≤ |𝑝𝑘∗ (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘∗ (𝒙) | . (29)

Thus,����max

𝑘
𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) −max

𝑘
𝜂𝑘 (𝒙)

���� ≤ max

𝑘
|𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) − 𝜂𝑘 (𝒙) | = ∥𝒑̂(𝒙) − 𝜼(𝒙)∥∞ .

(30)

□

Step 2: Relating Infinity Norm to Euclidean Norm. We have the

relationship between norms:

∥𝒑̂(𝒙) − 𝜼(𝒙)∥∞ ≤ ∥𝒑̂(𝒙) − 𝜼(𝒙)∥
2
. (31)

This follows because the infinity norm is less than or equal to the

Euclidean norm.

Step 3: Combining Steps 1 and 2. From inequalities (23) and (31),

we obtain:����max

𝑘
𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) −max

𝑘
𝜂𝑘 (𝒙)

���� ≤ ∥𝒑̂(𝒙) − 𝜼(𝒙)∥
2
. (32)

Step 4: Minimizing the Calibration Loss Reduces the Norm. The
calibration loss for a single data point is:

L
calib

(𝑓 (𝒙),𝒚) = ∥𝒑̂(𝒙) −𝒚∥2
2
. (33)

Since 𝒚 is a one-hot encoding sampled from the distribution 𝜼(𝒙),
we have:

E𝒚∼𝜼 (𝒙 )
[
∥𝒑̂(𝒙) −𝒚∥2

2

]
= ∥𝒑̂(𝒙) − 𝜼(𝒙)∥2

2
+
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝜂𝑘 (𝒙) (1−𝜂𝑘 (𝒙)) .

(34)

The term

∑𝐾
𝑘=1

𝜂𝑘 (𝒙) (1 − 𝜂𝑘 (𝒙)) is independent of 𝒑̂(𝒙) and rep-

resents the intrinsic uncertainty of the true distribution. Therefore,

minimizing L
calib

effectively minimizes ∥𝒑̂(𝒙) − 𝜼(𝒙)∥2
2
.
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Step 5: Impact on Overconfidence and Underconfidence. By min-

imizing ∥𝒑̂(𝒙) − 𝜼(𝒙)∥2
2
, we directly reduce the bound in Equa-

tion (32) on |max𝑘 𝑝𝑘 (𝒙) −max𝑘 𝜂𝑘 (𝒙) |. This means that the dif-

ference between the highest predicted probability and the highest

true probability decreases, mitigating both overconfidence and un-

derconfidence.

Minimizing the Focal Calibration LossL𝛾,𝜆
FCL

includes minimizing

the calibration loss component L
calib

, which reduces the Euclidean

distance between the predicted probabilities 𝒑̂(𝒙) and the true class-
posterior probabilities 𝜼(𝒙). This, in turn, reduces the bound on

the difference between the maximum predicted probability and the

maximum true probability, thereby mitigating overconfidence and

underconfidence.

A.3 Proof that Minimizing the Focal Calibration
Loss Recovers the True Class-Posterior
Probabilities

Proof. LetX be the input space andY = {1, 2, . . . , 𝐾} the set of
𝐾 classes. For a given input 𝒙 ∈ X, let 𝜼 = [𝜂1, 𝜂2, . . . , 𝜂𝐾 ]⊤ denote

the true class-posterior probabilities, where 𝜂𝑖 = P(𝑦 = 𝑖 | 𝒙)
and

∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝜂𝑖 = 1; 𝒒 = [𝑞1, 𝑞2, . . . , 𝑞𝐾 ]⊤ be the predicted probability

vector, where 𝑞𝑖 ∈ (0, 1) and ∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝑞𝑖 = 1. We aim to minimize

the Focal Calibration Loss (FCL) and Our goal is to show that the

minimizer 𝒒∗ of L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒒) satisfies 𝑞∗
𝑖
= 𝜂𝑖 for all 𝑖 .

L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒒) = −
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜂𝑖 (1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾 log𝑞𝑖 + 𝜆
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

(𝑞𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 )2, (35)

subject to 𝑞𝑖 > 0 and

∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝑞𝑖 = 1.

Step 1: Convexity of the Loss Function. Before proceeding, we

establish that L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒒) is strictly convex in 𝒒 over the domain

𝑞𝑖 ∈ (0, 1).
• Calibration Loss Term: The term 𝜆

∑𝐾
𝑖=1 (𝑞𝑖 −𝜂𝑖 )2 is strictly

convex in 𝒒 because it is a sum of squared terms.

• Focal Loss Term: The term −∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝜂𝑖 (1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾 log𝑞𝑖 is con-

vex in 𝑞𝑖 for 𝑞𝑖 ∈ (0, 1). The function 𝜙 (𝑞𝑖 ) = −(1 −
𝑞𝑖 )𝛾 log𝑞𝑖 is convex in 𝑞𝑖 ∈ (0, 1) for 𝛾 ≥ 0. Since 𝜂𝑖 ≥ 0,

and a non-negative weighted sum of convex functions is

convex, the focal loss term is convex.

The sum of a strictly convex function (calibration loss) and a

convex function (focal loss) is strictly convex (See Thm. 14 in Ap-

pendix A.4). Therefore, L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒒) is strictly convex in 𝒒.

Step 2: Existence and Uniqueness of theMinimizer. BecauseL𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒒)
is strictly convex and the feasible set defined by𝑞𝑖 > 0 and

∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝑞𝑖 =

1 is convex and closed, there exists a unique global minimizer 𝒒∗.

Step 3: Setting Up the Lagrangian. To find the minimizer, we set

up the Lagrangian function incorporating the equality constraint:

L(𝒒, 𝜇) = −
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜂𝑖 (1−𝑞𝑖 )𝛾 log𝑞𝑖 + 𝜆
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

(𝑞𝑖 −𝜂𝑖 )2 + 𝜇
(
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑞𝑖 − 1

)
.

(36)

We do not need to include inequality constraints 𝑞𝑖 > 0 explicitly

because 𝑞𝑖 ∈ (0, 1) due to the logarithm and the domain of 𝒒.

Step 4: Deriving the KKT Conditions. The Karush-Kuhn-Tucker
(KKT) conditions for optimality are:

(1) Stationarity: For each 𝑖 , 𝜕L𝜕𝑞𝑖 = 0.

(2) Primal Feasibility:

∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝑞𝑖 = 1.

(3) Dual Feasibility: Not applicable here since there are no

inequality constraints in 𝑞𝑖 after considering the domain.

(4) Complementary Slackness: Not applicable since we don’t

have inequality constraints with slack variables.

Compute the partial derivative:

𝜕L
𝜕𝑞𝑖

= 𝜂𝑖

[
𝛾 (1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾−1 log𝑞𝑖 +

(1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾
𝑞𝑖

]
+ 2𝜆(𝑞𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 ) + 𝜇 = 0.

(37)

Step 5: Analyzing the Stationarity Condition. Let’s denote:

𝑆𝑖 (𝑞𝑖 ) = 𝜂𝑖
[
𝛾 (1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾−1 log𝑞𝑖 +

(1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾
𝑞𝑖

]
+ 2𝜆(𝑞𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 ) . (38)

Then the stationarity condition becomes:𝑆𝑖 (𝑞𝑖 ) + 𝜇 = 0. Since 𝜇 is

the same for all 𝑖 , we have:

𝑆𝑖 (𝑞𝑖 ) = 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑞 𝑗 ) ∀𝑖, 𝑗 . (39)

Step 6: Showing that 𝑞∗
𝑖
= 𝜂𝑖 satisfies the conditions. We need

evaluate 𝑆𝑖 (𝑞𝑖 ) at 𝑞𝑖 = 𝜂𝑖 :
1. When 𝜂𝑖 > 0 and 𝜂𝑖 ∈ (0, 1): Compute log𝜂𝑖 , (1 − 𝜂𝑖 ), and 𝛾 .

Substitute 𝑞𝑖 = 𝜂𝑖 into 𝑆𝑖 (𝑞𝑖 ):

𝑆𝑖 (𝜂𝑖 ) = 𝜂𝑖
[
𝛾 (1 − 𝜂𝑖 )𝛾−1 log𝜂𝑖 +

(1 − 𝜂𝑖 )𝛾
𝜂𝑖

]
+ 2𝜆(𝜂𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 ) (40)

= 𝜂𝑖

[
𝛾 (1 − 𝜂𝑖 )𝛾−1 log𝜂𝑖 +

(1 − 𝜂𝑖 )𝛾
𝜂𝑖

]
. (41)

2. Observation: The term 𝑆𝑖 (𝜂𝑖 ) depends only on 𝜂𝑖 and is con-

stant for each 𝑖 . Therefore, 𝑆𝑖 (𝜂𝑖 ) + 𝜇 = 0 holds for each 𝑖 with the

same 𝜇.

3. Equality Across Classes: Since 𝑆𝑖 (𝜂𝑖 )+𝜇 = 0 for all 𝑖 , and 𝑆𝑖 (𝜂𝑖 )
is a constant for each 𝑖 , the only way this can hold is if 𝜂𝑖 = 𝜂 𝑗 or

the terms are adjusted by 𝜆.

However, this suggests that 𝑞𝑖 = 𝜂𝑖 satisfies the stationarity

condition for some 𝜇, but we need to ensure that this solution

indeed minimizes the loss function.

Step 7: Uniqueness and Minimization. Since L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒒) is strictly
convex, any stationary point is the unique global minimizer. Let’s

evaluate L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒒) at 𝒒 = 𝜼:

1. Calibration Loss term is minimized to 0: 𝜆
∑𝐾
𝑖=1 (𝜂𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 )2 = 0.

2. Focal Loss term −∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝜂𝑖 (1 − 𝜂𝑖 )𝛾 log𝜂𝑖 is minimized when

𝑞𝑖 = 𝜂𝑖 because the negative log-likelihood is minimized when the

predicted probabilities match the true probabilities.

Since 𝒒 = 𝜼 yields the minimal possible value of L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒒), and
the loss function is strictly convex, 𝒒∗ = 𝜼 is the unique global

minimizer.

Step 8: Handling the case when 𝜂𝑖 = 0 or 𝜂𝑖 = 1. 1. If 𝜂𝑖 = 0: The

focal loss term for class 𝑖 becomes zero:−𝜂𝑖 (1−𝑞𝑖 )𝛾 log𝑞𝑖 = 0. The

calibration loss term is 𝜆(𝑞𝑖 − 0)2 = 𝜆𝑞2
𝑖
, minimized when 𝑞𝑖 = 0.

2. If 𝜂𝑖 = 1: The focal loss term becomes:−(1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾 log𝑞𝑖 . This
is minimized when 𝑞𝑖 = 1. The calibration loss term 𝜆(𝑞𝑖 − 1)2 is
minimized when 𝑞𝑖 = 1.
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In both cases, 𝑞∗
𝑖
= 𝜂𝑖 minimizes the loss.

Therefore, minimizing the Focal Calibration Loss L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒒) over
the probability simplex recovers the true class-posterior probabili-

ties 𝒒∗ = 𝜼.
□

A.4 Convexity of the Sum of Strictly Convex
and Convex Functions

Theorem 14. Let 𝑓 : R𝑛 → R be a strictly convex function, and
let 𝑔 : R𝑛 → R be a convex function. Then the function ℎ = 𝑓 + 𝑔 is
strictly convex on R𝑛 .

Proof. Let 𝑥,𝑦 ∈ R𝑛 with 𝑥 ≠ 𝑦, and let 𝜃 ∈ (0, 1).
Since 𝑓 is strictly convex, we have:

𝑓
(
𝜃𝑥 + (1 − 𝜃 )𝑦

)
< 𝜃 𝑓 (𝑥) + (1 − 𝜃 ) 𝑓 (𝑦). (42)

Similarly, since 𝑔 is convex, we have:

𝑔
(
𝜃𝑥 + (1 − 𝜃 )𝑦

)
≤ 𝜃𝑔(𝑥) + (1 − 𝜃 )𝑔(𝑦) . (43)

Adding the two inequalities, we obtain:

ℎ
(
𝜃𝑥 + (1 − 𝜃 )𝑦

)
= 𝑓

(
𝜃𝑥 + (1 − 𝜃 )𝑦

)
+ 𝑔

(
𝜃𝑥 + (1 − 𝜃 )𝑦

)
< 𝜃 𝑓 (𝑥) + (1 − 𝜃 ) 𝑓 (𝑦) + 𝜃𝑔(𝑥) + (1 − 𝜃 )𝑔(𝑦)
= 𝜃

(
𝑓 (𝑥) + 𝑔(𝑥)

)
+ (1 − 𝜃 )

(
𝑓 (𝑦) + 𝑔(𝑦)

)
= 𝜃ℎ(𝑥) + (1 − 𝜃 )ℎ(𝑦) .

(44)

This strict inequality shows that ℎ is strictly convex on R𝑛 . □

A.5 Proof that the Focal Calibration Loss
Satisfies the Strictly Order-Preserving
Property

Theorem 15. The Focal Calibration Loss L𝛾,𝜆FCL is classification-
calibrated; that is, it satisfies the Strictly Order-Preserving Property.

Proof. From Def. 9, we aim to show that the Focal Calibration

Loss (FCL) satisfies:

𝑞∗𝑖 < 𝑞∗𝑗 ⇒ 𝜂𝑖 < 𝜂 𝑗 , (45)

where 𝒒∗ = [𝑞∗
1
, 𝑞∗

2
, . . . , 𝑞∗

𝐾
]⊤ is the minimizer of the pointwise

conditional risk RLFCL (𝒒).

Step 1: Define the Focal Calibration Loss (FCL). The Focal Calibra-
tion Loss for a single sample 𝒙 with true label 𝑦 ∈ {1, 2, . . . , 𝐾} is
defined as:

L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒒, 𝑦) = −(1 − 𝑞𝑦)𝛾 log𝑞𝑦 + 𝜆
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

(𝑞𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 )2, (46)

where:

• 𝒒 = [𝑞1, 𝑞2, . . . , 𝑞𝐾 ]⊤ is the predicted probability distribu-

tion over the 𝐾 classes.

• 𝜂𝑖 = P(𝑦 = 𝑖 | 𝒙) is the true class-posterior probability for

class 𝑖 .

• 𝛾 ≥ 0 is the focusing parameter.

• 𝜆 > 0 is the calibration coefficient.

Step 2: Define the Pointwise Conditional Risk. The pointwise con-
ditional risk RL (𝒒) for the loss function L is defined as:

RL (𝒒) = E𝑦 |𝒙 [L(𝒒, 𝑦)] =
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜂𝑖L(𝒒, 𝑖). (47)

For FCL, this becomes:

RLFCL (𝒒) =
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜂𝑖
[
−(1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾 log𝑞𝑖

]
+ 𝜆

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

(𝑞𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 )2 . (48)

Step 3: Find the Minimizer of the Pointwise Conditional Risk. Our
objective is to find the minimizer 𝒒∗ of RLFCL (𝒒):

𝒒∗ = argmin

𝒒

{
RLFCL (𝒒) |

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑞𝑖 = 1, 𝑞𝑖 > 0 ∀𝑖
}
. (49)

Step 4: Set Up the Lagrangian. Introduce a Lagrange multiplier 𝜇

for the equality constraint

∑𝐾
𝑖=1 𝑞𝑖 = 1:

L(𝒒, 𝜇) =
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝜂𝑖
[
−(1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾 log𝑞𝑖

]
+𝜆

𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

(𝑞𝑖−𝜂𝑖 )2+𝜇
(
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

𝑞𝑖 − 1

)
.

(50)

Step 5: Compute the Partial Derivatives. For each 𝑖 , compute the

partial derivative of L(𝒒, 𝜇) with respect to 𝑞𝑖 :

𝜕L
𝜕𝑞𝑖

= 𝜂𝑖

[
𝛾 (1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾−1 log𝑞𝑖 +

(1 − 𝑞𝑖 )𝛾
𝑞𝑖

]
+ 2𝜆(𝑞𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 ) + 𝜇. (51)

Set the derivative to zero at the minimizer 𝒒∗:

𝜕L
𝜕𝑞𝑖

����
𝒒=𝒒∗

= 0. (52)

Thus:

𝜂𝑖

[
𝛾 (1 − 𝑞∗𝑖 )

𝛾−1
log𝑞∗𝑖 +

(1 − 𝑞∗
𝑖
)𝛾

𝑞∗
𝑖

]
+ 2𝜆(𝑞∗𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 ) + 𝜇 = 0. (53)

Step 6: Analyze the Stationarity Condition. From Equation (53),

we observe that for each 𝑖:

𝜂𝑖Φ(𝑞∗𝑖 ) + 2𝜆(𝑞∗𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 ) + 𝜇 = 0, (54)

where:

Φ(𝑞∗𝑖 ) = 𝛾 (1 − 𝑞
∗
𝑖 )
𝛾−1

log𝑞∗𝑖 +
(1 − 𝑞∗

𝑖
)𝛾

𝑞∗
𝑖

. (55)

Since 𝜇 is the same for all 𝑖 , we can write:

𝜂𝑖Φ(𝑞∗𝑖 ) + 2𝜆(𝑞∗𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 ) = −𝜇 ∀𝑖 . (56)

Therefore, for any 𝑖, 𝑗 :

𝜂𝑖Φ(𝑞∗𝑖 ) + 2𝜆(𝑞∗𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 ) = 𝜂 𝑗Φ(𝑞
∗
𝑗 ) + 2𝜆(𝑞∗𝑗 − 𝜂 𝑗 ) . (57)

Step 7: Show the Strictly Order-Preserving Property. Suppose 𝑞∗
𝑖
<

𝑞∗
𝑗
. We need to show that 𝜂𝑖 < 𝜂 𝑗 .

Assume, for contradiction, that 𝜂𝑖 ≥ 𝜂 𝑗 .
Case 1: 𝜂𝑖 = 𝜂 𝑗
From Equation (57), we have:

𝜂𝑖

[
Φ(𝑞∗𝑖 ) − Φ(𝑞∗𝑗 )

]
+ 2𝜆(𝑞∗𝑖 − 𝑞

∗
𝑗 ) = 0. (58)

Since 𝑞∗
𝑖
< 𝑞∗

𝑗
and 𝜂𝑖 > 0, we analyze the sign of Φ(𝑞).

Observation:
• The function Φ(𝑞) is decreasing in 𝑞 over 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1).
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• Therefore, Φ(𝑞∗
𝑖
) > Φ(𝑞∗

𝑗
) since 𝑞∗

𝑖
< 𝑞∗

𝑗
.

• 𝑞∗
𝑖
− 𝑞∗

𝑗
< 0.

Thus, the left-hand side (LHS) is positive, which contradicts the

equality to zero.

Case 2: 𝜂𝑖 > 𝜂 𝑗
Similarly, from Equation (57):[

𝜂𝑖Φ(𝑞∗𝑖 ) − 𝜂 𝑗Φ(𝑞
∗
𝑗 )

]
+ 2𝜆

(
𝑞∗𝑖 − 𝜂𝑖 − 𝑞

∗
𝑗 + 𝜂 𝑗

)
= 0. (59)

Since 𝑞∗
𝑖
< 𝑞∗

𝑗
and 𝜂𝑖 > 𝜂 𝑗 , we have:

• 𝑞∗
𝑖
− 𝜂𝑖 < 𝑞∗𝑗 − 𝜂 𝑗 because 𝑞

∗
𝑖
< 𝑞∗

𝑗
and 𝜂𝑖 > 𝜂 𝑗 .

• 𝜂𝑖Φ(𝑞∗𝑖 ) > 𝜂 𝑗Φ(𝑞
∗
𝑗
) since 𝜂𝑖 > 𝜂 𝑗 and Φ(𝑞∗

𝑖
) > Φ(𝑞∗

𝑗
).

Thus, the LHS is positive, leading to a contradiction.

Step 8: Conclusion. Our assumption that 𝜂𝑖 ≥ 𝜂 𝑗 must be false.

Therefore, if 𝑞∗
𝑖
< 𝑞∗

𝑗
, it must be that 𝜂𝑖 < 𝜂 𝑗 .

Hence, the Focal Calibration Loss satisfies the Strictly Order-

Preserving Property, and thus it is classification-calibrated. □

A.6 Properties of 𝜎𝛾,𝜆

Lemma 16. Let 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) be defined as:

𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) = (1 − 𝑞)𝛾 − 𝛾𝑞 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 − 2𝜆𝑞, (60)

where 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1), 𝛾 ≥ 0, and 𝜆 ≥ 0. Then, 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) has the following
properties:

(1) 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) is continuous and differentiable on 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1).
(2) As 𝑞 → 0

+, 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) → 1.
(3) As 𝑞 → 1

− , 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) → −2𝜆.
(4) 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) is strictly decreasing on 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1).
(5) There exists a unique 𝑞∗ ∈ (0, 1) such that 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞∗) = 0.

Proof. 1. Continuity and Differentiability.
Each term in (60) is continuous and differentiable on 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1):

• (1 − 𝑞)𝛾 is continuous and differentiable for 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1) and
𝛾 ≥ 0.

• −𝛾𝑞 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 is continuous and differentiable since

log𝑞 is continuous on 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1).
• −2𝜆𝑞 is a linear function and thus continuous and differen-

tiable.

Therefore, 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) is continuous and differentiable on 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1).
2. Limit as 𝑞 → 0

+.
As 𝑞 → 0

+
, we have (1 − 𝑞)𝛾 → 1, 𝑞 log𝑞 → 0, and −2𝜆𝑞 → 0.

𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) → 1 − 0 + 0 = 1. (61)

3. Limit as 𝑞 → 1
− .

As 𝑞 → 1
−
, (1 − 𝑞)𝛾 → 0, −𝛾𝑞 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 → 0, and

−2𝜆𝑞 → −2𝜆. Therefore:

𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) → 0 + 0 − 2𝜆 = −2𝜆. (62)

4. Strict Monotonic Decrease.

Compute the first derivative 𝜎′𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞):

𝜎′𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) = 𝑑

𝑑𝑞

[
(1 − 𝑞)𝛾 − 𝛾𝑞 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 − 2𝜆𝑞

]
= −𝛾 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 − 𝛾 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 + 𝛾𝑞 1

𝑞
(1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1

+ 𝛾 (𝛾 − 1)𝑞 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−2 − 2𝜆

= −𝛾 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 − 𝛾 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 + 𝛾 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1

+ 𝛾 (𝛾 − 1)𝑞 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−2 − 2𝜆

= 𝛾
[
−(1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 + (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1

]
− 𝛾 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1

+ 𝛾 (𝛾 − 1)𝑞 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−2 − 2𝜆

= −𝛾 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 + 𝛾 (𝛾 − 1)𝑞 log𝑞 (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−2 − 2𝜆.

(63)

Since log𝑞 < 0 for 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1) and (1 − 𝑞)𝛾−1 > 0, the first term is

positive. The second term is negative or zero depending on 𝛾 :

• If 𝛾 ≥ 1, then (𝛾 − 1) ≥ 0, and since log𝑞 < 0, the second

term is negative.

• If 0 ≤ 𝛾 < 1, then (𝛾 − 1) < 0, but log𝑞 < 0, so the product

is positive; however, 𝑞(1−𝑞)𝛾−2 remains finite and positive.

Overall, 𝜎′𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) < 0 for all 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1), implying that 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) is
strictly decreasing on 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1).

5. Existence of a Unique Root.
Since 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) is continuous on [0, 1] and strictly decreasing from

𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (0+) = 1 to 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (1−) = −2𝜆, by the Intermediate Value Theo-

rem, there exists a unique 𝑞∗ ∈ (0, 1) such that 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞∗) = 0.

■

Corollary 17. The equation 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) = 0 has exactly one solution
𝑞∗ ∈ (0, 1).

Understanding the properties of 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) is crucial in analyzing

the behavior of the Focal Calibration Loss. The function’s mono-

tonic decrease ensures a unique mapping between the predicted

probabilities 𝑞 and the true class probabilities 𝜂, aiding in establish-

ing the consistency and calibration of the loss function.

Figure 6: Plot of 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) vs. 𝑞 for different 𝛾 and 𝜆

The analysis of 𝜎𝛾,𝜆 (𝑞) confirms that the function is strictly

decreasing and crosses zero exactly once in the interval 𝑞 ∈ (0, 1)



WENHAO LIANG, CHANG GEORGE DONG, LIANGWEI NATHAN ZHENG, ZHENGYANG DAVID LI, WEI EMMA ZHANG, and WEITONG CHEN

in Fig. 6. This behavior is essential for ensuring that the Focal

Calibration Loss provides a unique and consistent mapping between

predicted probabilities and true class probabilities, contributing to

the effectiveness of the loss function in classification tasks.

□

A.7 Proof of Thm. (11): The calibration loss
defined as the mean squared 𝐿2 norm is a
strictly proper scoring rule for both binary
and multiclass classification.

Proof. In the proof, 𝑌 ∼ 𝑃 denotes a random variable 𝑌 that

follows the probability distribution 𝑃 . The predicted probability

for class 𝑘 is 𝑞𝑘 , and the true probability for class 𝑘 is 𝑝𝑘 . The

expectation E𝑌∼𝑃 [𝑆 (𝑄,𝑌 )] represents the expected value of the

scoring function 𝑆 (𝑄,𝑌 ) over the distribution 𝑃 . The calibration loss
L
calib

is defined as the mean squared 𝐿2 norm, and it measures the

squared differences between predicted probabilities 𝑝𝑖 and actual

binary outcomes 𝑦𝑖 for binary classification, or between predicted

probability vectors 𝒑̂𝑖 and true outcome vectors 𝒚𝑖 for multiclass

classification. The derivatives
𝜕
𝜕𝑞 𝑗

and
𝜕2

𝜕𝑞2
𝑗

denote the first and

second partial derivatives w.r.t. the predicted probability 𝑞 𝑗 , used

to find and verify the maxima of the expected score.

The 𝐿2 norm and the Brier score are closely related. For binary

classification, the squared 𝐿2 norm of the difference between pre-

dicted probabilities 𝑝𝑖 and actual binary outcomes 𝑦𝑖 is equivalent

to the Brier score:

1

𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

(𝑝𝑖 − 𝑦𝑖 )2 (64)

For multiclass classification, the mean squared 𝐿2 norm is:

1

𝑁

𝑁∑︁
𝑖=1

𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(𝑝𝑖𝑘 − 𝑦𝑖𝑘 )2 (65)

This is the Brier score for multiclass classification.

1) Binary Classification:

E𝑌∼𝑃 [𝑆 (𝑄,𝑌 )] = −𝑃 (𝑌 = 1) (𝑞 − 1)2 + 𝑃 (𝑌 = 0)𝑞2 (66)

Let 𝑝 be the true probability of the event 𝑌 = 1. Then, the

expected score is:

E𝑌∼𝑃 [𝑆 (𝑄,𝑌 )] = −𝑝 (𝑞 − 1)2 − (1 − 𝑝)𝑞2 (67)

To find the maxima, take the derivative w.r.t. 𝑞 and set it to zero:

𝜕

𝜕𝑞
E𝑌∼𝑃 [𝑆 (𝑄,𝑌 )] = −2𝑝 (𝑞 − 1) − 2(1 − 𝑝)𝑞

= −2𝑝𝑞 + 2𝑝 − 2𝑞 + 2𝑝𝑞

= 2𝑝 − 2𝑞 ⇒ 0 = 2𝑝 − 2𝑞 ⇒ 𝑝 = 𝑞

(68)

We need to check the second derivative to see if it is a maximum

(for the properness condition) and if it is the only maximizer (for

the strictness condition):

𝜕2

𝜕𝑞2
E𝑌∼𝑃 [𝑆 (𝑄,𝑌 )] = −2 < 0 (69)

The second derivative is always negative which means that the

function is concave and the maximum is unique. Therefore, 𝑝 = 𝑞

is the only maximizer and the Brier scoring rule for binary classifi-

cation is strictly proper.

2) Multiclass Classification:

E𝑌∼𝑃 [𝑆 (𝑄,𝑌 )] =
∑︁
𝑘

𝑃 (𝑌 = 𝑘)
[
−

∑︁
𝑖

(𝑞𝑖 − 𝑦𝑖 )2
]

=
∑︁
𝑘

𝑃 (𝑌 = 𝑘)
[
−(𝑞𝑘 − 1)2 −

∑︁
𝑖≠𝑘

𝑞2𝑖

]
=

∑︁
𝑘

𝑃 (𝑌 = 𝑘)
[
−(𝑞𝑘 − 1)2 + 𝑞2

𝑘
−

∑︁
𝑖

𝑞2𝑖

]
=

∑︁
𝑘

𝑃 (𝑌 = 𝑘)
[
−𝑞2
𝑘
− 1 + 2𝑞𝑘 + 𝑞2

𝑘
−

∑︁
𝑖

𝑞2𝑖

]
=

∑︁
𝑘

𝑃 (𝑌 = 𝑘)
[
2𝑞𝑘 − 1 −

∑︁
𝑖

𝑞2𝑖

]
=

∑︁
𝑘

𝑃 (𝑌 = 𝑘) (2𝑞𝑘 − 1) −
∑︁
𝑖

𝑞2𝑖

(70)

This expression can be expressed as follows by replacing 𝑞𝑖𝐾
with 1 − ∑

𝑖≠𝐾 𝑞𝑖 :

E𝑌∼𝑃 [𝑆 (𝑄,𝑌 )] = 𝑝1 (2𝑞1−1)−𝑞21+𝑝2 (2𝑞2−1)−𝑞
2

2
+. . .+𝑝𝐾 (2𝑞𝐾−1)−𝑞2𝐾

(71)

Taking the derivative w.r.t. 𝑞 𝑗 and setting it to zero, we obtain:

𝜕

𝜕𝑞 𝑗
E𝑌∼𝑃 [𝑆 (𝑄,𝑌 )] = 2𝑝 𝑗 − 2𝑞 𝑗 − 2𝑝𝐾 + 2

(
1 −

∑︁
𝑖≠𝐾

𝑞𝑖

)
= 2𝑝 𝑗 − 2𝑞 𝑗 − 2𝑝𝐾 + 2𝑞𝐾

= (𝑝 𝑗 − 𝑞 𝑗 ) + (𝑞𝐾 − 𝑝𝐾 ) = 0

(𝑝 𝑗 − 𝑞 𝑗 ) = (𝑝𝐾 − 𝑞𝐾 )

(72)

We know that

∑
𝑖 𝑝𝑖 = 1 and

∑
𝑖 𝑞𝑖 = 1, therefore:

𝑝1 − 𝑞1 = 𝑝2 − 𝑞2 = . . . = 𝑝𝐾 − 𝑞𝐾 = 𝜆∑︁
𝑖

(𝑝𝑖 − 𝑞𝑖 ) = 𝐾 · 𝜆 = 0

⇒ 𝜆 = 0 since 𝐾 ≠ 0

⇒ 𝑝𝑖 = 𝑞𝑖 for all 𝑖 = 1, . . . , 𝐾

(73)

Now, we need to check the second derivative to see if it is a max-

imum (for the properness condition) and if it is the only maximizer

for the strictness condition:

𝜕2

𝜕𝑞2
𝑗

E𝑌∼𝑃 [𝑆 (𝑄,𝑌 )] = −2 − 2 = −4 < 0 (74)

The second derivative is always negative which means that the

function is concave and the maximum is unique. Therefore, 𝑝 = 𝑞

is the only maximizer and the Brier scoring rule for multiclass

classification is strictly proper.

□
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A.8 Proof that the Focal Calibration Loss is
Strictly Proper

Proof. We aim to show that L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

is minimized if and only if

𝒑̂ = 𝒚 when 𝜆 > 0 and 𝛾 > 0, and that it is not strictly proper when

𝜆 = 0.

Case 1: 𝜆 > 0. Let𝒚 ∈ Δ𝐾 be the true probability vector, and 𝒑̂ ∈
Δ𝐾 be the predicted probability vector. We consider two scenarios:

(a) When 𝒑̂ = 𝒚. At 𝒑̂ = 𝒚, the calibration loss is:

L
calib

(𝒚,𝒚) = ∥𝒚 −𝒚∥2
2
= 0. (75)

Assuming 𝒚 is a one-hot vector with 𝑦 𝑗 = 1 for the true class 𝑗 ,

the focal loss becomes:

L𝛾
focal

(𝒚,𝒚) = −(1 − 𝑦 𝑗 )𝛾 log𝑦 𝑗 = −0𝛾 · 0 = 0. (76)

Thus, the total loss is:

L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒚,𝒚) = 0 + 𝜆 · 0 = 0. (77)

(b) When 𝒑̂ ≠ 𝒚. The calibration loss is strictly positive:

L
calib

(𝒑̂,𝒚) = ∥𝒑̂ −𝒚∥2
2
> 0. (78)

The focal loss for the true class 𝑗 satisfies:

L𝛾
focal

(𝒑̂,𝒚) = −(1 − 𝑝 𝑗 )𝛾 log𝑝 𝑗 > 0 for 𝑝 𝑗 < 1. (79)

Thus, the total loss is:

L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝒑̂,𝒚) = L𝛾
focal

(𝒑̂,𝒚) + 𝜆L
calib

(𝒑̂,𝒚) > 0. (80)

Conclusion for 𝜆 > 0: Since the loss L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

attains its unique global

minimum of zero when 𝒑̂ = 𝒚, it is strictly proper when 𝜆 > 0.

Case 2: 𝜆 = 0. When 𝜆 = 0, the FCL reduces to the focal loss:

L𝛾,0
FCL

(𝒑̂,𝒚) = L𝛾
focal

(𝒑̂,𝒚). (81)

The focal loss is not strictly proper because:

(a) Multiple Minimizers: Consider any 𝒑̂ where 𝑝 𝑗 = 1 and 𝑝𝑘 = 0

for 𝑘 ≠ 𝑗 . In this case:

L𝛾
focal

(𝒑̂,𝒚) = 0. (82)

However, suppose 𝑝 𝑗 = 𝑞 < 1 but still significantly higher

than other 𝑝𝑘 . Depending on 𝛾 , the focal loss may not penalize

this deviation strongly, and L𝛾
focal

(𝒑̂,𝒚) may still be close to zero.

Therefore, the minimum loss may not be uniquely attained at 𝒑̂ = 𝒚.
(b) Lack of Strict Convexity: The focal loss is not strictly convex

with respect to 𝒑̂, especially when 𝛾 = 0, where it reduces to the

cross-entropy loss, which is proper but not strictly proper without

additional regularization.

Conclusion for 𝜆 = 0: Since the minimum of L𝛾,0
FCL

is not uniquely

achieved at 𝒑̂ = 𝒚, the loss is not strictly proper when 𝜆 = 0.

Overall Conclusion. The Focal Calibration Loss L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

is strictly

proper if and only if 𝜆 > 0 and 𝛾 > 0. □

A.9 Focal Loss Relative with Entropy
Regularised KL Divergence

This section we illustrate why focal loss tends to favor accurate yet

less confident solutions. We demonstrate that it inherently balances

minimizing the KL-divergence and maximizing the entropy based

on the parameter 𝛾 . Let L𝑓 represent the focal loss with parameter

𝛾 , andL𝑐 represent the cross-entropy loss between 𝑝 and 𝑞. Here,𝐾
denotes the number of classes, and 𝑞𝑘 and 𝑝𝑘 represent the ground-

truth and predicted probabilities for the 𝑘-th class, respectively. We

consider the following straightforward extension of focal loss:

L
focal

(𝒑̂,𝒚) = −
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑦𝑖𝑘 (1 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )𝛾 log 𝑝𝑖𝑘

≥ −
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑦𝑖𝑘 (1 − 𝛾𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) log𝑝𝑖𝑘

By Bernoulli’s inequality∀𝛾 ≥ 1, since𝑝𝑖𝑘 ∈ [0, 1]

= −
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑦𝑖𝑘 log𝑝𝑖𝑘 − 𝛾
����� 𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑦𝑖𝑘𝑝𝑖𝑘 log𝑝𝑖𝑘

����� ∀𝑘, log 𝑝𝑖𝑘 ≤ 0

≥ −
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑦𝑖𝑘 log 𝑝𝑖𝑘 + 𝛾
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

𝑝𝑖𝑘 log 𝑝𝑖𝑘 = L𝑐 − 𝛾𝐻 [𝑝]

By Hölder’s inequality | |𝑓 𝑔| |1 ≤ ||𝑓 | |∞ | |𝑔| |1
(83)

Given thatL𝑐 = 𝐾𝐿(𝑞∥𝑝)+𝐻 [𝑞], combining it to inequality Eq. (83):

L
focal

(𝒑̂,𝒚) ≥ 𝐾𝐿(𝑞∥𝒑̂) + 𝐻 [𝑞] − 𝛾𝐻 [𝒑̂] (84)

In the case of one-hot encoding (Delta distribution for 𝑞), fo-

cal loss will maximize −𝑝𝑘 log 𝑝𝑘 (let 𝑘 be the ground-truth class

index), the component of the entropy of 𝒑̂ corresponding to the

ground-truth index. Thus, it will prefer learning 𝑝 such that 𝑝𝑘 is

assigned a higher value (because of the KL term), but not too high

(because of the entropy term), and will ultimately avoid preferring

overconfident models (by contrast to cross-entropy loss).

A.10 Hyperparameter Selection for Focal
Calibration Loss

Table 5: 𝛾 and 𝜆 Selection

Dataset Model 𝛾 𝜆

CIFAR-100

ResNet-50 2.0 0.5

ResNet-110 4.0 1.5

Wide-ResNet-26-10 3.0 0.5

DenseNet-121 3.0 0.5

CIFAR-10

ResNet-50 4.0 1.5

ResNet-110 4.0 1.5

Wide-ResNet-26-10 2.0 0.5

DenseNet-121 2.0 0.5

Tiny-ImageNet ResNet-50 3.0 0.5

20 Newsgroups Global Pooling CNN 5.0 4.5

AG News Global Pooling CNN 4.0 3.0

FinSen Global Pooling CNN 4.0 4.0
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Figure 7: Optimal Predicted Probability ( ˆ𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) for Various Val-
ues of Ground True Probability (𝑦𝑖𝑘 ) with Calibration Anal-
ysis. Circular markers with "+" and "-" signs represent the
areas where the calibration term increases or decreases in
visualizing how it adjust the predicted probabilities.

A.11 Decision Boundary on Focal Loss and
Focal Calibration Loss (FCL)

We compared the decision boundaries of a neural network trained

with Focal Loss (FL) and Focal Calibration Loss (FCL) on a noisy,

hard-to-classify synthetic dataset, using the same 𝛾 = 10 for both

models. The dataset, generated with noise=0.2, created overlapping

classes that are difficult to separate. Both models were trained using

a simple feedforward neural network with two hidden layers of 10

units and optimized with Adam for 500 epochs. While the FL model

generated sharp decision boundaries focusing on hard samples, the

FCL model, with 𝜆 = 1.5, produced a smoother boundary as depicted

in Fig. 8, effectively balancing accuracy and calibration.

A.12 Table 6 AdaECE Evaluation Result
A.13 Table 7 Classwise-ECE Evaluation Result
A.14 Proof of Thm. (13): Post-Processing Gap of

focal calibration loss and focal loss
Proof. Let the post-processed prediction be defined as 𝜅 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) =

𝑝𝑖𝑘 + 𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ), where 𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) is the post-processing adjustment func-

tion applied to the predicted probability 𝑝𝑖𝑘 . This gives the post-

processed version of the focal calibration loss (FCL) as:

L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝜅 (𝒑̂),𝒚) = L
focal

(𝜅 (𝒑̂),𝒚) + 𝜆L
calib

(𝜅 (𝒑̂),𝒚) (85)

whereL
focal

is the focal loss,L
calib

is the calibration loss, and 𝜆 ≥ 0

is a weighting parameter controlling the calibration term.

Figure 8: Decision boundary comparison between Focal Loss
(left) and Focal Calibration Loss (FCL) (right) on a synthetic
dataset with hard samples. In both models, blue and red re-
gions represent the areas classified as Class 0 and Class 1,
respectively. The yellow boxes highlight regions where hard
samples from both classes overlap, and the green boxes indi-
cate areas where FCL provides a smoother decision boundary
compared to Focal Loss.

Following Definition 5, the post-processing gap for the FCL

pGapD (L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

)is defined as:

E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D [L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝑓 (𝑥), 𝑦)] − E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D [L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

(𝜅 (𝑓 (𝑥)), 𝑦)] (86)

Step 1: Expanding the Post-Processing Gap for FCL. Substituting
the definition of the focal calibration loss, we obtain:

pGapD
(
L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

)
= E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D [L

focal
(𝑓 (𝑥), 𝑦)]

+ 𝜆 E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D [L
calib

(𝑓 (𝑥), 𝑦)]
− E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D [L

focal
(𝜅 (𝑓 (𝑥)) , 𝑦)]

− 𝜆 E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D [L
calib

(𝜅 (𝑓 (𝑥)) , 𝑦)]

(87)

Step 2: Special Case when 𝜆 = 0. When 𝜆 = 0, the focal cali-

bration loss simplifies to the focal loss, as the calibration term is

removed. Thus, the post-processing gap for FCL reduces to the

post-processing gap for FL:

pGapD (L𝛾,𝜆=0
FCL

) = pGapD (L
focal

) (88)

Step 3: General Case when 𝜆 > 0. When 𝜆 > 0, the calibration

term influences the post-processing gap by helping to reduce the

calibration error. We focus on the term:

𝜆

(
E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D [L

calib
(𝑓 (𝑥), 𝑦)] − E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D [L

calib
(𝜅 (𝑓 (𝑥)), 𝑦)]

)
(89)

This termmeasures the improvement in calibration achieved through

post-processing 𝜅. The calibration loss, L
calib

(𝑓 (𝑥), 𝑦), can be de-

fined as a squared loss: L
calib

(𝒑̂,𝒚) = ∑𝐾
𝑘=1

(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2 .
Thus, the calibration gap pGapD (L

calib
) becomes:

E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D

[
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2
]
− E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D

[
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝜅 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ))2
]

= E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D

[
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2 − (𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 − 𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ))2
]

(90)
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Table 6: ↓ AdaECE (%) for various methods both before (pre) and after (post) applying temperature scaling.

Dataset Model

Weight Decay[12] Brier Loss[5] MMCE[22] Label Smooth[43] Focal Loss - 53[32] Dual Focal[44] Focal Calibration

Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T

CIFAR-100

ResNet-50 17.99 3.38(2.2) 5.46 4.24(1.1) 15.05 3.42(1.9) 6.72 5.37(1.1) 5.64 2.84(1.1) 8.79 2.27(1.3) 3.74 2.11(1.1)
ResNet-110 19.28 6.27(2.3) 6.51 3.75(1.2) 18.83 4.86(2.3) 9.68 8.11(1.3) 10.90 4.13(1.3) 11.64 4.48(1.3) 4.88 3.27(1.1)

Wide-ResNet-26-10 15.16 3.23(2.1) 4.08 3.11(1.1) 13.55 3.83(2.0) 3.73 3.73(1.0) 2.40 2.38(1.1) 5.36 2.38(1.2) 2.35 2.35(1.0)
DenseNet-121 19.07 3.82(2.2) 3.92 2.41(1.1) 17.37 3.07(2.0) 8.62 5.92(1.1) 3.35 1.80(1.1) 6.69 1.69(1.2) 1.47 1.47(1.0)

CIFAR-10

ResNet-50 4.22 2.11(2.5) 1.85 1.34(1.1) 4.67 2.01(2.6) 4.28 3.20(0.9) 1.64 1.64(1.0) 1.28 1.28(1.0) 0.75 0.75(1.0)
ResNet-110 4.78 2.42(2.6) 2.52 1.72(1.2) 5.21 2.66(2.8) 4.57 3.62(0.9) 1.76 1.32(1.1) 1.69 1.42(1.1) 1.25 1.25(1.0)

Wide-ResNet-26-10 3.22 1.62(2.2) 1.94 1.94(1.0) 3.58 1.83(2.2) 4.58 2.55(0.8) 1.84 1.63(0.9) 3.16 1.20(0.8) 1.39 1.39(1.0)

DenseNet-121 4.69 2.28(2.4) 1.84 1.84(1.0) 4.97 2.69(2.4) 4.60 3.36(0.9) 1.58 1.62(0.9) 0.79 1.32(0.9) 1.28 1.28(1.0)

Tiny-ImageNet ResNet-50 16.02 4.99(1.5) 5.00 3.60(0.9) 13.15 4.73(1.3) 15.05 5.36(0.7) 1.31 1.31(1.0) 2.66 2.66(1.0) 10.22 1.34(0.8)

NLP 20 Newsgroups Global Pooling CNN 17.91 2.23(3.4) 13.57 3.11(2.3) 15.21 6.47(2.2) 4.39 2.63(1.1) 8.65 3.78(1.5) 18.44 3.81(2.3) 15.29 1.48(2.2)
NLP AG News Global Pooling CNN 4.77 0.67(2.0) 6.78 2.77(2.8) 1.80 1.78(1.1) 3.84 1.70(0.8) 6.69 0.57(3.0) 2.99 2.51(0.8) 0.97 0.38(1.1)
NLP FinSen Global Pooling CNN 0.91 0.24(2.5) 0.35 0.35(1.0) 1.23 0.37(0.5) 4.39 4.5(0.6) 0.28 0.43(0.9) 0.23 0.43(0.7) 0.46 0.24(1.3)

Table 7: ↓ Classwise-ECE (%) for various methods both before (pre) and after (post) applying temperature scaling.

Dataset Model

Weight Decay[12] Brier Loss[5] MMCE[22] Label Smooth[43] Focal Loss - 53[32] Dual Focal[44] Focal Calibration

Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T Pre T Post T

CIFAR-100

ResNet-50 0.39 0.22(2.2) 0.21 0.22(1.1) 0.34 0.22(1.9) 0.21 0.22(1.1) 0.21 0.20(1.1) 0.24 0.22(1.3) 0.19 0.19(1.1)
ResNet-110 0.42 0.21(2.3) 0.22 0.23(1.2) 0.41 0.22(2.3) 0.25 0.23(1.3) 0.27 0.22(1.3) 0.28 0.21(1.3) 0.20 0.21(1.1)

Wide-ResNet-26-10 0.34 0.21(2.1) 0.19 0.20(1.1) 0.31 0.21(2.0) 0.20 0.20(1.0) 0.18 0.20(1.1) 0.19 0.20(1.2) 0.20 0.20(1.0)
DenseNet-121 0.42 0.22(2.2) 0.21 0.21(1.1) 0.39 0.23(2.0) 0.23 0.21(1.1) 0.20 0.21(1.1) 0.22 0.21(1.2) 0.19 0.19(1.0)

CIFAR-10

ResNet-50 0.87 0.37(2.5) 0.46 0.39(1.1) 0.97 0.55(2.6) 0.80 0.54(0.9) 0.41 0.41(1.0) 0.45 0.45(1.0) 0.36 0.36(1.0)
ResNet-110 1.00 0.54(2.6) 0.55 0.46(1.2) 1.08 0.60(2.8) 0.75 0.50(0.9) 0.48 0.46(1.1) 0.46 0.52(1.1) 0.38 0.38(1.0)

Wide-ResNet-26-10 0.68 0.34(2.2) 0.37 0.37(1.0) 0.77 0.41(2.2) 0.95 0.37(0.8) 0.44 0.34(0.9) 0.82 0.33(0.8) 0.33 0.33(1.0)
DenseNet-121 0.98 0.54(2.4) 0.43 0.43(1.0) 1.02 0.53(2.4) 0.75 0.48(0.9) 0.43 0.41(0.9) 0.40 0.41(0.9) 0.37 0.37(1.0)

Tiny-ImageNet ResNet-50 0.23 0.17(1.5) 0.17 0.16(0.9) 0.21 0.17(1.3) 0.21 0.17(0.7) 0.16 0.16(1.0) 0.16 0.16(1.0) 0.19 0.16(0.8)

NLP 20 Newsgroups Global Pooling CNN 1.95 0.83(3.4) 1.56 0.82(2.3) 1.77 1.10(2.2) 0.93 0.91(1.1) 1.40 1.19(1.5) 2.01 1.04(2.3) 1.71 0.80(2.2)
NLP AG News Global Pooling CNN 2.49 0.86(2.0) 3.46 1.64(2.8) 1.07 0.96(1.1) 2.69 1.57(0.8) 3.39 0.77(3.0) 2.43 1.92(0.8) 0.86 1.02(1.1)

NLP FinSen Global Pooling CNN 0.18 0.16(2.5) 0.17 0.17(1.0) 0.32 0.19(0.5) 0.82 0.18(0.6) 0.15 0.16(0.9) 0.17 0.16(0.7) 0.15 0.15(1.3)

Step 4: Simplifying pGapD (Lcalib). Expanding the square term,

we get:

E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D

[
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

(
(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2 −

(
(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2 − 2(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) + 𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2

))]
= E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D

[
𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

2(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) − 𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2
]

(91)

Thus, the total post-processing gap becomes:

pGapD (L𝛾,𝜆
FCL

) = pGapD (L
focal

) + 𝜆pGapD (L
calib

)

pGapD (L
calib

) = E(𝑥,𝑦)∼D


𝐾∑︁
𝑘=1

2 (𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 )︸                ︷︷                ︸
CalibError

−𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2

(92)

Step 5: Analyzing Overconfidence (OC) Cases. When 𝑝𝑖𝑘 > 𝑦𝑖𝑘 ,

𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) > 0. In this case, the term 2(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) is negative,
and −𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2 < 0, which means that the calibration term overall

is negative. This reduction in the post-processing gap brings the

prediction closer to the true label, reducing the pGap.

Step 6: Analyzing Underconfidence (UC) Case. When 𝑝𝑖𝑘 < 𝑦𝑖𝑘 ,

𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) > 0, and thus 2(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) is positive. This positive
term increases the predicted value, reducing the gap between 𝑝𝑖𝑘

and𝑦𝑖𝑘 . Additionally, the term −𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2 is still negative but smaller

in magnitude, ensuring that the gap is reduced.

SinceE(𝑥,𝑦)∼D
[∑𝐾

𝑘=1
2(𝑦𝑖𝑘 − 𝑝𝑖𝑘 )𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 ) − 𝜂 (𝑝𝑖𝑘 )2

]
ensures that

pGap is not increased, maintaining or reducing the gap, as depicted

in Fig. 7, we conclude that:

pGapD (LFCL) ≤ pGapD (L
focal

) . (93)

□

A.15 Reliability Diagram and ROC Diagram
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Figure 9: Reliability Diagram of Various Methods before Temperature Scaling(CIFAR10, ResNet-110, 300 Epochs).

Figure 10: Reliability Diagram of Various Methods before Temperature Scaling (CIFAR10, ResNet-50, 100 - 300 Epochs). The
top/middle/bottom row corresponds to the results at 100/200/300 epochs. Each row shows the performance of Cross Entropy,
FLSD-53, Dual Focal Loss, and Focal Calibration Loss.



Calibrating Deep Neural Network using Euclidean Distance

(a) ResNet-50 (pre-T) (b) ResNet-110 (pre-T) (c) Wide-ResNet (pre-T) (d) DenseNet (pre-T)

(e) ResNet-50 (post-T) (f) ResNet-110 (post-T) (g) Wide-ResNet (post-T) (h) DenseNet (post-T)

Figure 11: ROC plots obtained from Different architectures trained on CIFAR-10 and tested on SVHN

(a) ResNet-50 (pre-T) (b) ResNet-110 (pre-T) (c) Wide-ResNet (pre-T) (d) DenseNet (pre-T)

(e) ResNet-50 (post-T) (f) ResNet-110 (post-T) (g) Wide-ResNet (post-T) (h) DenseNet (post-T)

Figure 12: ROC plots obtained from Different architectures trained on CIFAR-10 and tested on CIFAR-10-C (OoD)
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