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Abstract

We introduce a novel framework for human-AI collaboration in prediction and decision tasks.
Our approach leverages human judgment to distinguish inputs which are algorithmically indis-
tinguishable, or “look the same” to any feasible predictive algorithm. We argue that this framing
clarifies the problem of human-AI collaboration in prediction and decision tasks, as experts often
form judgments by drawing on information which is not encoded in an algorithm’s training data.
Algorithmic indistinguishability yields a natural test for assessing whether experts incorporate
this kind of “side information”, and further provides a simple but principled method for selec-
tively incorporating human feedback into algorithmic predictions. We show that this method
provably improves the performance of any feasible algorithmic predictor and precisely quantify
this improvement. We demonstrate the utility of our framework in a case study of emergency
room triage decisions, where we find that although algorithmic risk scores are highly competitive
with physicians, there is strong evidence that physician judgments provide signal which could
not be replicated by any predictive algorithm. This insight yields a range of natural decision
rules which leverage the complementary strengths of human experts and predictive algorithms.

1 Introduction

Our work begins with the following puzzle: since at least 1954, it has been known that “actuarial”
predictions — those made by algorithms, even very simple ones — often outperform even expert
human decision makers (Meehl, 1954). Indeed, in 1989, the clinical psychologist Paul Meehl re-
marked that “no controversy in social science...shows such a large body of qualitatively diverse
studies coming out so uniformly in the same direction as this one” (Meehl, 1986). Nonetheless,
and despite dramatic advances in machine learning over the intervening decades, human judgment
continues to play a central role in most high-stakes prediction tasks.

One explanation for this apparent contradiction is that humans often have access to information
which is not encoded in the data available to predictive algorithms. For example, consider the
problem of triage in the emergency room, where healthcare providers assess and prioritize patients
for immediate care. While it is perhaps tempting to supplement clinicians’ discretionary judgment
with an algorithmic risk score – and indeed, a large body of literature suggests that these algorithms
may be more accurate than their human counterparts (Cowgill, 2018; Dawes et al., 1989; Grove
et al., 2000; Kleinberg et al., 2017; Kuncel et al., 2013a; Dawes, 1971; Currie and MacLeod, 2017;
Mullainathan and Obermeyer, 2019) – predictive algorithms will typically only have access to
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structured data stored in a patient’s electronic health records. In contrast, a physician has access
to many additional modalities — not least of which is the ability to directly examine the patient!
Furthermore, physicians can draw on extensive background knowledge, formal training and intuitive
judgments which are difficult to replicate in the classical statistical learning paradigm (Kabrhel
et al., 2005; Cook, 2009; Stolper et al., 2011). Our work thus seeks to answer the following question:

When (and how) can human judgment improve the predictions of any learning algorithm?

Answering this question is of central importance to managers and policymakers. On one hand,
investments in automation have the potential to dramatically improve both efficiency and accuracy
relative to the status quo. On the other hand, in contexts where humans have access to information
which is not encoded in an algorithm’s training data, there is reason to believe that no learning
algorithm, no matter how sophisticated, can obviate the need for human expertise. Furthermore,
there are many contexts in which decision makers cannot deploy arbitrarily sophisticated algorithms
due to e.g., limited computational resources, training data, technical expertise or other logistical
constraints.1 Thus, in deciding whether (and to what degree) to invest in automating a given
task, the relevant question is often not whether humans outperform a particular algorithm on
average, but instead whether incorporating human judgment can improve the performance of the
best algorithm which is feasible to deploy in a given setting.

1.1 Case study: emergency room triage

To illustrate these concerns, consider the aforementioned problem of triage for patients who present
with acute gastrointestinal bleeding in the emergency room (we study this task in detail in Sec-
tion 5). For each of these patients, the attending physician is tasked with deciding whether the
bleeding is severe enough to warrant admission to the hospital. To aid physicians in making this
determination efficiently, the Glasgow-Blatchford Score (GBS) (Blatchford et al., 2000) is a vali-
dated algorithmic risk score that can be used as a highly sensitive indicator for whether a patient
will require hospital-based interventions (Barkun et al., 2019; Laine et al., 2021). Nonetheless, we
are interested in whether we can improve these algorithmic risk assessments by incorporating a
second opinion from the physician, particularly because the physician’s impression (or “gestalt”)
may be informed by subjective factors which are not available to the GBS.

Observationally indistinguishable patients. A first heuristic, without making any assumptions
about the construction of the GBS, is to ask whether a physician can distinguish between high and
low risk patients whose electronic health records are identical. Because the GBS is determined by
a combination of existing data in the health record and additional pre-specified elements recorded
by providers at presentation, this implies that all such patients will be assigned the same risk score.
Indeed, this is true of any algorithmic risk score which uses only the electronic health record as input.
Thus, a physician who can correctly distinguish between high and low risk patients within a group
of these “observationally indistinguishable” patients must necessarily be incorporating information
which is not available to a predictive algorithm. If so, even an algorithm that outperforms the
physician’s prognostic accuracy might benefit from physician input.

We demonstrate the results of this exercise below on 2893 patients who presented with acute
gastrointestinal bleeding in the emergency room of a large academic hospital system (this represents

1For example, Marwaha et al. (2022) document the myriad practical challenges associated with deploying algo-
rithmic risk scores and other digital tools in large hospital systems.
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a random 80% subsample of our full dataset containing 3617 patients; we hold out the remaining
20% for validating experiments in Section 5). We group these patients into subsets which are
observationally indistinguishable on the basis of the nine discrete-valued inputs to the GBS. For
example, the GBS uses a binary indicator for hepatic (liver) disease as one of its input features;
thus, all patients within an observationally indistinguishable subset will share the same value of
this feature. Within each of these subsets, we plot the Matthew’s Correlation Coefficient2 between
the physician’s binary decision whether or not to hospitalize a given patient and a binary indicator
for whether a patient suffered an adverse event (to streamline presentation, we defer additional
discussion of this dataset, including the precise outcome definition and the potential selective labels
issue that arises, to Section 5). These results are presented in Figure 1 below, where points above the
x-axis indicate that the physician decisions are informative about a patient’s true risk conditional
on the characteristics which serve as inputs to the GBS.
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Figure 1: The correlation between the physician’s decision (hospitalize or discharge) and adverse
outcomes within the 669 observationally indistinguishable groups of patients. Large points are
statistically significant at the 5% level (estimated from 1000 bootstrap replicates). The right
panel applies a Bonferroni correction to account for multiple testing (i.e., large points are

significantly different from 0 at the .05/669 level).

This exercise provides suggestive evidence that physicians incorporate information which is not
encoded in the nine inputs to the Glasgow-Blatchford Score. Indeed, the physician’s judgment
appears to provide additional value relative to any predictor trained on these same inputs, as no
function can distinguish patients who are observationally indistinguishable. Of course, Figure 1
highlights the key technical challenge: even in a setting with only nine discrete-valued features,
most patients are ‘almost’ unique; there are 669 observationally indistinguishable subsets, and
most of these contain just a handful of patients. Thus, while it is possible to show that physician
judgments add predictive signal on average, trying to ascertain which patients would particularly
benefit from a physician assessment leads to a severe multiple testing problem. This challenge is
only compounded in settings where the data are continuous-valued and/or high-dimensional.

2We use the Matthew’s Correlation Coefficient (MCC) as a standard measure of binary classification accuracy
(Chicco and Jurman, 2020). The MCC is the usual Pearson Correlation Coefficient specialized to the case of binary-
valued random variables.
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Algorithmically indistinguishable patients. To begin to address these challenges, we now
consider a much simpler problem: rather than asking whether physician judgment provides signal
which cannot be communicated any predictive algorithm, can we instead characterize the value of
physician judgment relative to the Glasgow-Blatchford Score alone? To evaluate this, we simply
stratify patients into groups which are assigned the same risk score by the GBS and again examine
the conditional correlation between hospitalization decisions and adverse outcomes. We plot these
below in Figure 2.
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Figure 2: The correlation between the physician’s decision (hospitalize or discharge) and adverse
outcomes within the level sets of the Glasgow-Blatchford Score. Point estimates are reported with

95% Bonferroni Corrected confidence intervals (estimated from 1000 bootstrap replicates).

As Figure 2 demonstrates, physicians’ decision remain substantially predictive of adverse event risk
even conditional on most values of the Glasgow-Blatchford Score. This is true both for high risk
patients (GBS ∈ [6, 11]), and for patients with scores immediately above and below the recom-
mended hospitalization threshold of 2 (Barkun et al., 2019; Laine et al., 2021). Thus, we interpret
this as demonstrating that physicians succeed in distinguishing patients who are indistinguishable
on the basis of the GBS alone.

Figure 1 and Figure 2 can be interpreted as spanning two extremes of some spectrum, albeit one
which we have yet to formally define. In Figure 1 we look to make strong, information-theoretic
claims about the value of physician judgment with respect to any algorithmic predictor, but lack
statistical power to operationalize our approach. In Figure 2, we instead test whether physicians
incorporate information which is not communicated by the Glasgow-Blatchford Score alone, but
cannot generalize our findings beyond this particular risk score. The remainder of our work seeks
to interpolate between these two approaches to achieve the best of both worlds. We define a notion
of algorithmic indistinguishability, which smoothly characterizes which instances are “effectively”
identical from the perspective of some rich, user-defined class of feasible predictive algorithms, and
show that this allows us to leverage the complementary strengths of humans and algorithms for
both prediction and decision making. We elaborate on these contributions below.

1.2 Contributions

We propose a novel framework for human-AI collaboration in prediction and decision tasks. Our
approach uses human judgment to refine predictions within sets of inputs which are algorithmically
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indistinguishable, or “look the same” to any feasible predictive algorithm. This class of feasible
algorithms is domain-specific, and is the critical ingredient which parameterizes our approach. At
one extreme, this class may contain only a single, fixed predictor; in this case, inputs which receive
the same prediction (i.e., the level sets of the predictor) are algorithmically indistinguishable. We
generalize this intuition to richer, infinitely large classes of predictive models, and argue that this
framing helps clarify the role of human judgment in complementing algorithmic predictions.

In Section 3, we provide technical preliminaries and an overview of our methodology. In Section 4
we provide our main technical results, which show that indistinguishability allows a decision maker
to selectively incorporate human feedback only when it provably improves on the best feasible
predictive model (and precisely quantify this improvement). We also show that, in the important
special case of binary classification, indistinguishability can enable a stronger information-theoretic
characterization of whether human judgment provides signal which cannot be replicated by any
feasible algorithmic predictor.

In Section 5 we apply these results to the emergency room triage task discussed in the previous
section, where we find that physician judgment provides predictive signal which is complementary
not just to the Glasglow-Blatchford Score, but also with respect to any shallow (depth ≤ 3)
regression tree. This provides an intuitive basis for decision making, collapsing the space of more
than 5000 unique patient characteristics into just 7 “indistinguishable” subsets. In particular,
indistinguishability greatly simplifies the space of possible decision rules — for each patient, whether
to solicit physician input or defer to an algorithmic risk score — and yields a range of attractive
policies.

Our technical results have connections to multicalibration (Hébert-Johnson et al., 2018) and om-
niprediction (Gopalan et al., 2022), and our approach is conceptually inspired by the notion of
outcome indistinguishability (Dwork et al., 2020). Our work extends the main result of Gopalan
et al. (2022) in the special case of squared error, which may be of independent interest. We provide
a detailed discussion of this connection in Appendix H, and elaborate on the relationship to other
related work below.

2 Related work

The relative strengths of humans and algorithms. Our work is motivated by large body of
literature which studies the relative strengths of human judgment and algorithmic decision making
(Cowgill, 2018; Dawes et al., 1989; Grove et al., 2000; Kuncel et al., 2013b) or identifies behavioral
biases in decision making (Tversky and Kahneman, 1974; Camerer and Johnson, 1991; Arnold et al.,
2020; Rambachan, 2022). More recent work also studies whether predictive algorithms can improve
expert decision making (Kleinberg et al., 2017; Mullainathan and Obermeyer, 2019; Bastani et al.,
2021; Agarwal et al., 2023).

Recommendations, deferral and complementarity. One popular approach for incorporating
human judgment into algorithmic predictions is by deferring some instances to a human decision
maker (Madras et al., 2018; Raghu et al., 2019; Mozannar and Sontag, 2020; Keswani et al., 2021;
Okati et al., 2021; Keswani et al., 2022). Other work studies contexts where human decision
makers are free to override algorithmic recommendations (De-Arteaga et al., 2020; Beede et al.,
2020; Cowgill and Stevenson, 2020; Dietvorst et al., 2018; Agarwal et al., 2023), which may suggest
alternative design criteria for these algorithms (Bansal et al., 2020; Benz and Rodriguez, 2023).
More generally, systems which achieve human-AI complementarity (as defined in Section 1) have
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been previously studied in Agrawal et al. (2018); Bansal et al. (2020); Wilder et al. (2020); Donahue
et al. (2022); Steyvers et al. (2022); De et al. (2020); Leitão et al. (2022).

Rastogi et al. (2022) develop a comprehensive taxonomy of this area, which generally takes the
predictor as given, or learns a predictor which is optimized to complement a particular model of
human decision making. Our work takes a different perspective, and instead seeks to characterize
the complementary role of human judgment in contexts where a decision maker may choose from
among a rich (often infinitely large) class of feasible predictive models.

Performative prediction. A recent line of work studies performative prediction (Perdomo et al.,
2020), or settings in which predictions influence future outcomes. For example, predicting the risk
of adverse health outcomes may directly inform treatment decisions, which in turn affects future
health outcomes. This can complicate the design and evaluation of predictive algorithms, and there
is a growing literature which seeks to address these challenges (Brown et al., 2020; Mendler-Dünner
et al., 2020; Jagadeesan et al., 2022; Kim and Perdomo, 2022; Mendler-Dünner et al., 2022; van
Amsterdam et al., 2023; Hardt and Mendler-Dünner, 2023; Zhao et al., 2023). Performativity is
also closely related to the selective labels problem, in which some historical outcomes are unobserved
as a consequence of past human decisions (Lakkaraju et al., 2017). Though these issues arise in
many canonical human-AI collaboration tasks, we focus on standard supervised learning problems
in which predictions do not causally affect the outcome of interest. These include e.g., weather
prediction, stock price forecasting and many medical diagnosis and triage tasks. In particular,
although a physician’s decision may inform subsequent treatment decisions, it does not affect the
contemporaneous presence, absence or severity of a given condition. More generally, our work can
be applied to any “prediction policy problem”, where accurate predictions can be translated into
policy gains without explicitly modeling causality (Kleinberg et al., 2015).

Multicalibration, omnipredictors and boosting. Our results draw on recent developments
in learning theory, particularly work on omnipredictors (Gopalan et al., 2022) and its connec-
tions to multicalibration. Dwork et al. (2020) show that multicalibration is tightly connected
to a cryptographic notion of indistinguishability, which serves as conceptual inspiration for our
work.Globus-Harris et al. (2023) provide an elegant boosting algorithm for learning multicalibrated
partitions that we make use of in our experiments, and Gopalan et al. (2023) provide results which
reveal tight connections between a related notion of “swap agnostic learning”, multi-group fairness,
omniprediction and outcome indistinguishability.

3 Methodology and preliminaries

In this section we develop a simple method for selectively incorporating human feedback to im-
prove algorithmic predictions. Our approach generalizes the intuition outlined in Section 1.1, which
focused on the use of physician judgment to distinguish patients who are “observationally indis-
tinguishable,” or share the same representation in the algorithm’s input space. This strategy is
intuitively appealing, but, as discussed in Section 1.1, it quickly becomes statistically intractable as
the dimension of the input space grows. One way to deal with this limitation is to consider inputs
which are “close” (but not necessarily identical) to be indistinguishable, as suggested by Alur et al.
(2023). In this section we define a richer notion of algorithmic indistinguishability, which instead
characterizes conditions under which input are “effectively” identical for the purposes of making
algorithmic predictions. We show that this definition admits a conceptually simple method for
incorporating human feedback only when it improves the performance of any feasible predictive
algorithm while remaining statistically tractable.
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Notation. Let X ∈ X be a random variable denoting the inputs (or “features”) which are available
for making algorithmic predictions about an outcome Y ∈ [0, 1]. Let Ŷ ∈ [0, 1] be an expert’s
prediction of Y , and let x, y, ŷ denote realizations of the corresponding random variables. Our
approach is parameterized by a class of predictors F , which is some set of functions mapping X to
[0, 1]. We interpret F as the class of predictive models which are relevant (or feasible to implement)
for a given prediction task; we discuss this choice below. Broadly, we are interested in whether the
expert prediction Ŷ provides a predictive signal which cannot be extracted from X by any f ∈ F .

Choice of model class F . For now we place no restrictions on F , but it’s helpful to consider a
concrete model class (e.g., a specific neural network architecture) from which, given some training
data, one could derive a particular model (e.g., via empirical risk minimization over F). The
choice of F could be guided by practical considerations; for example, some domains might require
interpretable models (e.g., linear functions) or impose computational constraints at training and/or
inference time. We might also simply believe that a certain architecture or functional form is well
suited to the task of interest. In any case, we are interested in whether human judgment can
provide information which is not conveyed by any model in this class, but are agnostic as to how
this is accomplished: an expert may have information which is not encoded in X, or be deploying
a decision rule which is not in F — or both!

Another perspective is to interpret F as modeling more abstract limitations on the expert’s cognitive
process. In particular, to model experts who are subject to “bounded rationality” (Simon, 1957;
Klaes and Sent, 2005), F might be the set of functions which can be efficiently computed (e.g., by
a circuit of limited complexity). In this case, an expert who provides a prediction which cannot
be modeled by any f ∈ F must have access to information which is not present in the training
data. We take the choice of F as given, but emphasize that these two approaches yield qualitatively
different insight about human expertise.

Indistinguishability with respect to F . Our approach will be to use human input to distinguish
observations which are indistinguishable to any predictor f ∈ F . We formalize this notion of
indistinguishability as follows:

Definition 3.1 (α-Indistinguishable subset). For some α ≥ 0, a set S ⊆ X is α-indistinguishable
with respect to a function class F and target Y if, for all f ∈ F ,

|Cov(f(X), Y | X ∈ S)| ≤ α (1)

To interpret this definition, observe that the subset S can be viewed as generalizing the intuition
given in Section 1 for grouping observationally indistinguishable inputs. In particular, rather than
requiring that all x ∈ S are exactly equal, Definition 3.1 requires that all members of S effectively
“look the same” for the purposes of making algorithmic predictions about Y , as every f ∈ F is
only weakly related to the outcome within S. We now adopt the definition of a multicalibrated
partition (Gopalan et al., 2022) as follows:

Definition 3.2 (α-Multicalibrated partition). For K ≥ 1, S1 . . . SK ⊆ X is an α-multicalibrated
partition with respect to F and Y if (1) S1 . . . SK partitions X and (2) each Sk is α-indistinguishable
with respect to F and Y .3

Intuitively, the partition {Sk}k∈[K] “extract[s] all the predictive power” from F (Gopalan et al.,
2022). In particular, while knowing that an input x lies in some subset Sk may be highly informative

3This is closely related to α-approximate multicalibration (Gopalan et al., 2022), which requires that Definition 3.1
merely holds in expectation over the partition. We work with a stronger pointwise definition for clarity, but our results
can also be interpreted as holding for the ‘typical’ element of an α-approximately multicalibrated partition.
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Figure 3: Partitions which are approximately multicalibrated with respect to the class of
hyperplane classifiers. For illustration purposes, we consider the empirical distribution placing
equal probability on each observation. In both panels, no hyperplane classifier has significant

discriminatory power within each subset.

for predicting Y — for example, it may be that E[Y | X = x] ≈ E[Y | X = x′] for all x, x′ ∈ Sk —
no predictor f ∈ F provides significant additional signal within this subset. We provide a stylized
example of such partitions in Figure 3 above.

It’s not obvious that such partitions are feasible to compute, or even that they should exist.
We’ll show in Appendix E however that a multicalibrated partition can be efficiently computed
for many natural classes of functions. Where the relevant partition is clear from context, we use
Ek[·],Vark(·),Covk(·, ·) to denote expectation, variance and covariance conditional on the event
that {X ∈ Sk}. For a subset S ⊆ X , we use ES [·],VarS(·) and CovS(·, ·) analogously.

Incorporating human judgment into predictions. To incorporate human judgment into
predictions, a natural heuristic is to first test whether the conditional covariance Covk(Y, Ŷ ) is
nonzero within some indistinguishable subset. Intuitively, this indicates that within Sk, the expert
prediction is informative even though every algorithm f ∈ F is not. This suggests the following
approach: first, learn a partition which is multicalibrated with respect to F , and then use Ŷ
to predict Y within each indistinguishable subset. We describe this procedure in Algorithm 1
below, where we define a univariate learning algorithm A as a procedure which takes one or more
(ŷi, yi) ∈ [0, 1]2 training observations and outputs a function which predicts Y using Ŷ . For example,
A might be an algorithm which fits a univariate linear or logistic regression which predicts Y as a
function of Ŷ .

Algorithm 1 A method for incorporating human expertise into algorithmic predictions

1: Inputs: Training data {xi, yi, ŷi}ni=1, a multicalibrated partition {Sk}k∈K , a univariate regres-

sion algorithm A, and a test observation (xn+1, ŷn+1)

2: Output: A prediction of the missing outcome yn+1

3: for k = 1 to K do ▷ iterate over indistinguishable subsets

4: Zk ← {(ŷj , yj) : xj ∈ Sk} ▷ collect (expert prediction, outcome) pairs which lie in subset k

5: ĝk ← A(Zk) ▷ regress outcomes on expert predictions, save resulting predictor ĝk

6: end for

7: k∗ ← the index of the subset Sk which contains xn+1

8: return ĝk∗(ŷn+1) ▷ return prediction corresponding to subset which contains xn+1

8



The algorithm above simply learns a different predictor of Y as a function of Ŷ within each indis-
tinguishable subset. As we show below, even simple instantiations of this approach can outperform
the squared error achieved by any f ∈ F . This approach can also be readily extended to more
complicated human input — for example, we might instead model a human’s feedback as a high-
dimensional vector instead of a point prediction Ŷ — and can be used to test whether human
judgment provides information that an algorithm cannot learn from the available training data.
We turn to these results below.

4 Technical results

In this section we present our main technical results. As outlined above, our method uses human
predictions Ŷ to predict the outcome Y within subsets which are indistinguishable with respect
to some function class F . In Theorem 4.1, we show that a particularly simple instantiation this
method — a univariate linear regression of the outcome Y on human predictions Ŷ within each
indistinguishable subset — suffices to outperform the squared error of any predictive algorithm
f ∈ F . In Corollary 4.2, we show that this result generalizes readily to arbitrary nonlinear predictors
and/or cases where the expert provides richer, high-dimensional inputs (e.g., natural language
feedback rather than a single point prediction Ŷ ∈ [0, 1]). In Theorem 4.3, we show that, in the
important special case where Y is a binary outcome, our method also provides an information-
theoretic approach for proving that no subset of algorithmic predictors F ⊆ F can obviate the need
for human expertise (in a way we make precise below).

Proofs of Theorem 4.1, Corollary 4.2 and Theorem 4.3 are presented in Appendix A, Appendix B
and Appendix C, respectively. For clarity, results in this section are presented in terms of population
quantities, and assume oracle access to a multicalibrated partition. We present corresponding
generalization arguments and background on learning multicalibrated partitions in Appendix D
and Appendix E, respectively.

Theorem 4.1. Let {Sk}k∈[K] be an α-multicalibrated partition with respect to a model class F
and target Y . Let the random variable J(X) ∈ [K] be such that J(X) = k iff X ∈ Sk. Define
γ∗, β∗ ∈ RK as

γ∗, β∗ ∈ argmin
γ∈RK ,β∈RK

E
[(

Y − γJ(X) + βJ(X)Ŷ
)2

]
. (2)

Then, for any f ∈ F and k ∈ [K],

Ek

[(
Y − γ∗k − β∗

kŶ
)2

]
+ 4Covk(Y, Ŷ )2 ≤ Ek

[
(Y − f(X))2

]
+ 2α. (3)

That is, the squared error incurred by the univariate linear regression of Y on Ŷ within each
indistinguishable subset outperforms that of any f ∈ F . This improvement is at least 4Covk(Y, Ŷ )2,
up to an additive approximation error 2α. We emphasize that F is an arbitrary class, and may
include complex, nonlinear predictors. Nonetheless, given a multicalibrated partition, a simple
linear predictor can improve on the best f ∈ F . Furthermore, this approach allows us to selectively
incorporate human feedback: whenever Covk(Y, Ŷ ) = 0, we recover a coefficient β∗

k of 0.4

4Recall that the population coefficient in a univariate linear regression of Y on Ŷ is Cov(Y,Ŷ )

Var(Ŷ )
.
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Nonlinear functions and high-dimensional feedback. Theorem 4.1 corresponds to instan-
tiating Algorithm 1 with a learning algorithm A that fits a univariate linear regression, but the
same insight generalizes readily to other functional forms. For example, if the target Y is a binary
outcome, it might be desirable to instead fit a logistic regression. We provide a similar guarantee
for generic nonlinear predictors via Corollary D.1 in Appendix D. Furthermore, while the results
above assume that an expert provides a prediction Ŷ ∈ [0, 1], the same insight extends to richer
forms of feedback. For example, in a medical diagnosis task, a physician might produce free-form
clinical notes which contain information that is not available in tabular electronic health records.
Incorporating this kind of feedback requires a predictor which is better suited to high-dimensional
inputs (e.g., a deep neural network), which motivates our following result.

Corollary 4.2. Let S be an α-indistinguishable subset with respect to a model class F and target
Y . Let H ∈ H denote expert feedback which takes values in some arbitrary domain (e.g,. Rd), and
let g : H → [0, 1] be a function which satisfies the following approximate calibration condition for
some η ≥ 0 and for all β, γ ∈ R:

ES [(Y − g(H))2] ≤ ES [(Y − γ − βg(H))2] + η. (4)

Then, for any f ∈ F ,

ES

[
(Y − g(H))2

]
+ 4CovS(Y, g(H))2 ≤ ES

[
(Y − f(X))2

]
+ 2α+ η. (5)

To interpret this result, notice that (4) requires only that the prediction g(H) cannot be significantly
improved by any linear post-processing function. For example, this condition is satisfied by any
calibrated predictor g(H).5 Furthermore, any g(H) which does not satisfy (4) can be transformed
by letting g̃(H) = minγ,β E[(Y − γ − βg(H))2]; i.e., by linearly regressing Y on g(H), in which
case g̃(H) satisfies (4). This result mirrors Theorem 4.1: within each element of a multicalibrated
partition, a predictor which depends only on human feedback H can improve on the best f ∈ F .

Testing for informative experts. While we have thus far focused on incorporating human
judgment to improve predictions, a policymaker may also be interested in the related question of
testing whether human judgment provides information that cannot be expressed by any algorithmic
predictor. For example, such a test might be valuable in informing whether to automate a given
prediction task.

Theorem 4.1 suggests a heuristic for such a test: if the conditional covariance Covk(Y, Ŷ ) is large,
then we might expect that Ŷ is somehow “more informative” than any f ∈ F within Sk. While
covariance only measures a certain form of linear dependence between random variables, we now
show that, in the special case of binary-valued algorithmic predictors, computing the covariance
of Y and Ŷ within an indistinguishable subset serves as a stronger test for whether Ŷ provides
any predictive information which cannot be expressed by the class F . We state this result as
Theorem 4.3 below.

5A calibrated predictor is one where ES [Y | g(H)] = g(H). This is a fairly weak condition; for example, it is
satisfied by the constant predictor g(H) ≡ ES [Y ] (Dawid, 1982; Foster and Vohra, 1998).
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Theorem 4.3. Let {Sk}k∈[K] be an α-multicalibrated partition for a binary-valued model class

Fbinary and target outcome Y . For all k ∈ [K], let there be f̃k ∈ F such that Y ⊥⊥ Ŷ | f̃k(X), X ∈
Sk. Then, for all k ∈ [K], ∣∣∣Covk(Y, Ŷ )

∣∣∣ ≤√
α

2
. (6)

That is, if there exists a set of predictors {f̃k}k∈[K] which “explain” the signal provided by the

human, then then the covariance of Y and Ŷ is bounded within each indistinguishable subset. The
contrapositive implies that a sufficiently large value of Covk(Y, Ŷ ) serves as a certificate for the
property that no subset of algorithmic predictors can fully explain the information that Ŷ provides
about Y . This result can be viewed as a finer-grained extension of the test proposed in Alur et al.
(2023). A proof of Theorem 4.3 is provided in Appendix C.

Taken together, our results demonstrate that algorithmic indistinguishability provides a principled
way of reasoning about the complementary value of human judgment. Furthermore, this approach
yields a concrete methodology for incorporating this expertise: we can simply use human feedback
to predict Y within subsets which are indistinguishable on the basis of X alone. While our results
in this section are stated in terms of population quantities, we provide a corresponding finite
sample result in Appendix D. Operationalizing these results depends critically on the ability to
learn multicalibrated partitions, e.g., via the boosting algorithm proposed in Globus-Harris et al.
(2023). We provide additional detail on learning such partitions in Appendix E.

5 Experiments

In this section we return to the emergency room triage task described in Section 1. Recall that
Figure 1 provided suggestive evidence that physicians have access to additional information which is
unavailable to the Glasgow-Blatchford Score. We now apply the machinery developed in Section 4 to
investigate this more thoroughly; specifically, do physicians provide a predictive signal which cannot
be extracted by any “feasible” predictive algorithm? First, we provide additional background on
the emergency room triage task.

5.1 Risk stratification and triage for gastrointestinal bleeding

Acute gastrointestinal bleeding (AGIB) is a potentially serious condition for which 530,855 pa-
tients/year receive treatment in the United States alone (Peery et al., 2022). It is estimated that
32% of patients with presumed bleeding from the lower gastrointestinal tract (Oakland et al., 2017)
and 45% of patients with presumed bleeding from the upper gastrointestinal tract (Stanley et al.,
2017) require urgent medical intervention; overall mortality rates for AGIB in the U.S. are esti-
mated at around 3 per 100, 000 (Peery et al., 2022). For patients who present with AGIB in the
emergency room, the attending physician is tasked with deciding whether the bleeding is severe
enough to warrant admission to the hospital. However, the specific etiology of AGIB is often diffi-
cult to determine from patient presentation alone, and gold standard diagnostic techniques — an
endoscopy for upper GI bleeding or a colonoscopy for lower GI bleeding — are both invasive and
costly, particularly when performed urgently in a hospital setting. As discussed in Section 1, the
Glasgow-Blatchford Bleeding Score or GBS (Blatchford et al., 2000) is a standard screening metric
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used to algorithmically assess the risk that a patient with acute GI bleeding will require red blood
cell transfusion, intervention to stop bleeding, or die within 30 days.6

Construction of the Glasgow-Blatchford Score. The Glasgow-Blatchford Score is a function
of the following nine patient characteristics, which are converted to discrete values before being
provided as input: blood urea nitrogen (BUN), hemoglobin (HGB), systolic blood pressure (SBP),
pulse, cardiac failure, hepatic disease, melena, syncope and biological sex. Scores are integers rang-
ing from 0 to 23, with higher scores indicating a higher risk that a patient will require subsequent
intervention. US and international guidelines suggest that patients with a score of 0 or 1 can be
safely discharged from the emergency department (Barkun et al., 2019; Laine et al., 2021), with fur-
ther investigation to be performed outside the hospital. For additional details on the construction
of the GBS, we refer to Blatchford et al. (2000).

Defining features, predictions and outcomes. We consider 3617 patients who presented with
AGIB at one of three hospitals in a large academic health system between 2014 and 2018. Consis-
tent with the goals of triage for patients with AGIB, we record an adverse outcome if a patient (1)
requires some form of urgent intervention to stop bleeding (endoscopic, interventional radiologic,
or surgical; excluding patients who only undergo a diagnostic endoscopy or colonoscopy) while in
the hospital (2) dies within 30 days of their emergency room visit or (3) is initially discharged
but later readmitted within 30 days.7 As is typical of large urban hospitals in the United States,
staffing protocols at this health system dictate a separation of responsibilities between emergency
room physicians and other specialists. In particular, while emergency room physicians make an
initial decision whether to hospitalize a patient, it is typically a gastrointestinal specialist who sub-
sequently decides whether a patient admitted with AGIB requires some form of urgent hemostatic
intervention. This feature, along with our ability to observe whether discharged patients are sub-
sequently readmitted, substantially mitigates the selective labels issue that might otherwise occur
in this setting. Thus, consistent with clinical and regulatory guidelines — to avoid hospitalizing
patients who do not require urgent intervention (Stanley et al., 2009), and to avoid discharging
patients who are likely to be readmitted within 30 days (NEJM, 2018) — we interpret the emer-
gency room physician’s decision to admit or discharge a patient as a prediction that one of these
adverse outcomes will occur. We thus instantiate our model by letting Xi ∈ N9 be the nine dis-
crete patient characteristics from which the Glasgow-Blatchford Score is computed. We further let
Ŷi ∈ {0, 1} indicate whether that patient was initially hospitalized, and Yi ∈ {0, 1} indicate whether
that patient suffered one of the adverse outcomes defined above.

Assessing the accuracy of physician decisions. We first summarize the performance of the
emergency room physicians’ hospitalization decisions, and compare them with the performance of
a simple rule which would instead admit every patient with a GBS above a certain threshold and
discharge the remainder in Table 1. We consider thresholds of 0 and 1 – the generally accepted
range for low risk patients (Laine et al. (2021); Barkun et al. (2019)) – as well as less conservative
thresholds of 2 and 7 (the latter of which we find maximizes overall accuracy). For additional
context, we also provide the total fraction of patients admitted under each decision rule.

6US and international guidelines use the Glasgow-Blatchford score as the preferred risk score for assessing patients
with upper gastrointestinal bleeding (Laine et al., 2021; Barkun et al., 2019); it has been also validated in patients
with acute lower gastrointestinal bleeding (Ur-Rahman et al., 2018). Other risk scores tailored to bleeding in the
lower gastrointestinal tract have been proposed in the literature, but these are less commonly used in practice. In
this work, we interpret the GBS as a measure of risk for patients who present with either upper or lower GI bleeding,
and refer interested readers to Almaghrabi et al. (2022) for additional background.

7This threshold is consistent with the definition used in the Centers for Medicare and Medicaid Services Hospital
Readmission Reduction Program, which seeks to incentivize healthcare providers to avoid discharging patients who
will be readmitted within 30 days (NEJM, 2018)
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Decision Rule Fraction Hospitalized Accuracy Sensitivity Specificity

Physician Discretion 0.86 ± 0.02 0.55 ± 0.02 0.99 ± 0.00 0.24 ± 0.02
Admit GBS > 0 0.88 ± 0.02 0.53 ± 0.02 0.99 ± 0.00 0.19 ± 0.02
Admit GBS > 1 0.80 ± 0.02 0.60 ± 0.02 0.98 ± 0.00 0.33 ± 0.02
Admit GBS > 2 0.73 ± 0.02 0.66 ± 0.02 0.97 ± 0.00 0.43 ± 0.02
Admit GBS > 7 0.40 ± 0.02 0.79 ± 0.02 0.73 ± 0.02 0.84 ± 0.02

Table 1: Comparing the accuracy of physician hospitalization decisions to thresholding the GBS.
A decision is correct if it hospitalizes a patient who suffers an adverse outcome (as defined above)

or discharges a patient who does not. Results are reported to ±2 standard errors.

Unsurprisingly, we find that the physicians calibrate their decisions to maximize sensitivity (mini-
mize false negatives) at the expense of admitting a significant fraction of patients who, in retrospect,
could have been discharged immediately. Indeed we find that although 86% of patients are initially
hospitalized, only ≈ 42% actually require a specific hospital-based intervention or otherwise suffer
an adverse outcome which would justify hospitalization (i.e., yi = 1). Consistent with Blatchford
et al. (2000) and Chatten et al. (2018), we also find that thresholding the GBS in the range of
[0, 2] achieves a sensitivity of close to 100%. We further can see that using one of these thresh-
olds achieves overall accuracy (driven by improved specificity) which is substantially better than
physician discretion.

5.2 Indistinguishability with respect to an infinite class

Table 1 demonstrates that the Glasgow-Blatchford Score is highly competitive with physicians, at
least on average over the patient population. However, in Section 1, we saw suggestive evidence
that physicians incorporate additional information which is not encoded in the inputs to the GBS
when making triage decisions. We now look to reconcile these findings by investigating whether
physicians can selectively distinguish patients who are algorithmically indistinguishable, and thus
improve predictive performance.

In particular, to illustrate the flexibility of our approach, we consider indistinguishability with re-
spect to an infinitely large but nonetheless simple class of shallow (depth ≤ 3) regression trees. We
denote this class by FRT3. We define our input space as the nine features which serve as input to
the GBS (as described in Section 5.1), as well as a tenth feature which is the Glasgow-Blatchford
Score itself. Intuitively, we will iteratively construct a partition in which the patients in each sub-
set cannot be further distinguished by any shallow regression tree. Then, within each subset, we
will test whether physician judgment adds additional predictive signal to distinguish patients who
should be hospitalized from those who can be safely discharged. Importantly, this partition is also
indistinguishable with respect to the GBS, as no shallow regression tree — which, in particular,
can directly split on the value of the GBS — can further distinguish patients within each indistin-
guishable subset. Thus, indistinguishability with respect to FRT3 implies indistinguishability with
respect to the GBS alone (and the latter is a substantially weaker condition than the former).

To learn this partition, we apply the boosting algorithm proposed in Globus-Harris et al. (2023) to
construct a predictor h : X → [0, 1] such that no f ∈ FRT3 can substantially improve on the squared
error of h within any of its approximate level sets {x | h(x) ∈ [0, .1)}, {x | h(x) ∈ (.1, .2] . . . {x |
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h(x) ∈ [.9, 1)}, {x | h(x) = 1}.8 We learn the predictor h on the the training set containing 2893
patients, and plot the Matthew’s Correlation Coefficient between physician decisions and adverse
outcomes on the remaining 724 patients within each level set in Figure 4 below.
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Figure 4: Physician performance within the level sets of a predictor which is multicalibrated with
respect to FRT3. Point estimates are reported with 95% Bonferroni corrected bootstrap

confidence intervals (estimated from 1000 bootstrap replicates).

Figure 4 indicates that physicians appear to add a predictive signal which cannot be extracted
from the data by any shallow regression tree, as their decisions remain meaningfully correlated with
adverse event risk within the level sets of a predictor which is multicalibrated over FRT3. It is again
instructive to directly compare Figure 4 to Figure 1 and Figure 2, as the analysis in this section
provides a natural way of interpolating between these two extremes. On one hand, examining
physician performance within observationally indistinguishable subsets (Figure 1) is guaranteed
to directly test whether physicians provide signal which is not present in the data, but partitions
the input space too finely to be statistically tractable. On the other hand, examining physician
performance within the level sets of the GBS (Figure 2) indicated that physicians provide signal
that is not expressed by the GBS, but does not tell us whether a different predictive algorithm might
obviate the need for physician expertise. Figure 4 demonstrates the result of the natural compromise
suggested by our framework, as we are able to test whether physicians add signal that cannot be
extracted by any predictor in a rich class of predictive algorithms while only testing physician
performance within a modest number of indistinguishable subsets (here, 7). Given additional
training data, we could naturally extend this approach to successively richer function classes, thus
approaching the strongest claim (sketched in Figure 1) that physicians provide signal which cannot
be extracted by any algorithmic predictor.

Physician judgment does not improve mean squared error. Given the multicalibrated
partition in Figure 4, we can directly apply Theorem 4.1 to test whether physician judgment
can improve mean squared error over the entire patient population. In particular, we first fit
a univariate linear regression of the binary outcome Y on the physician decision Ŷ within each
of the 7 indistinguishable subsets, using the same subsample of 2893 randomly selected patients.

8We discuss the connection between this condition and multicalibration in Appendix E. We cannot necessarily
verify whether the multicalibration condition is satisfied empirically; however, the theory provides guidance for
choosing subsets, within which we can directly test the conditional performance physicians. We restrict the algorithm
to require at least 50 patients within each level set for an update to occur; for additional details, including the
recommended hyperparameters which we adopt, we refer to Globus-Harris et al. (2023).
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We then evaluate these predictions on the remaining 724 patients, where we find that the mean
squared error achieved by incorporating physician judgment (0.1360; 95% CI : 0.1188 − 0.1522)
fails to significantly outperform the mean squared error achieved by the predictor which simply
predicts the mean value of Y (computed on the training set) within each indistinguishable subset
(0.1447; 95% CI : 0.1286 − 0.1624).9 However, while incorporating physician judgment does not
appear to improve mean squared error on average over the patient population, Figure 4 suggests
that selectively incorporating physician judgment may still improve performance. Furthermore, as
discussed in Section 5.1, physicians are ultimately responsible for making decisions for each patient,
and likely have preferences over outcomes which are substantially richer than simply minimizing
mean squared error (e.g., minimizing false positives). In the following section, we develop a simple
decision-theoretic framework which demonstrates how algorithmic indistinguishability provides a
basis for incorporating such preferences.

5.3 Leveraging physician judgment to improve decision making

As discussed above, the results in Section 1.1 and Section 5.2 suggest that physician decisions pro-
vide information that algorithmic predictors cannot learn from the training data. It is thus natural
to ask whether this heterogeneity allows us to design better decision rules (hereafter, “policies”)
which leverage the complementary strengths of algorithms and physicians. Specifically, a natural
class of policies to consider is those which make one of three decisions for each indistinguishable
subset: hospitalize every patient, discharge every patient, or defer to the physician’s decision for
every patient. Intuitively, because an algorithmic predictor cannot distinguish individuals within
an indistinguishable subset, it is natural to constrain the policy space to those which make the
same decision on all patients which are not deferred to the physician. This yields only 37 = 2187
possible policy choices, as we make one of 3 decisions within each of the 7 subsets in Figure 4. In
contrast, there are 669 unique patients in our training set and, in principle, more than 5000 unique
combinations of the 9 discrete-valued patient characteristics.

It is not immediately clear how to rank these policies, as the choice naturally depends on the policy
makers’ preferences over different measures of accuracy (e.g., false positive and false negative rates),
the fraction of decisions which are automated (e.g., due to constraints on physicians’ bandwidth)
and other unobserved factors. Although modeling the decision maker’s utility function is beyond
the scope of this work, we provide an overview of each possible policy evaluated on the test set in
Figure 5 below. We exclude policies which are Pareto dominated with respect to the three measures
we consider i.e., those which simultaneously have a weakly smaller true positive rate, weakly larger
false positive rate and weakly smaller fraction of cases automated, where at least one inequality is
strict. We emphasize that this is only intended to give a sample of the attractive policy choices
afforded by our approach; it is possible that policymakers indeed have richer preferences (e.g., that
include equity or fairness concerns) which would lead to a different notion of pareto dominance.

As Figure 5 demonstrates, policies of this form yield a diverse array of tradeoffs between false
positive rates, true positive rates and the fraction of automated decisions. For example, the policy
highlighted in red defers to the physician within all but the highest risk subset, where the algo-
rithm predicts that patients have a ≥ 90% adverse event risk. Within this subset, the red policy
hospitalizes every patient, thus automating the hospitalization decision for 7.6% of the highest risk

9Intuitively, the mean value of Y within each subset can be interpreted as the best predictor which does not
incorporate physician judgment (because patients cannot be further distinguished by any f ∈ FRT3). For additional
discussion, see the proof of Theorem 4.1 in Appendix A. 95% confidence intervals are calculated over 1000 bootstrap
samples.

15



0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
False Positive Rate

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Tr
ue

 P
os

iti
ve

 R
at

e

Defer in 6/7 Subsets
Defer in 1/7 Subsets

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Fr
ac

tio
n 

Au
to

m
at

ed

Figure 5: The performance of policies which independently choose whether to hospitalize,
discharge, or defer to the physician within each indistinguishable subset. The red policy defers to
the physician within all but one subset; it achieves a true positive rate of 99.7%, a false positive
rate of 77.0%, and automates 7.6% of decisions. The blue policy only defers to the physician

within one subset, achieving a true positive rate of 97.4% and a false positive rate of 53.6% while
automating 86% of decisions.

patients. This policy exactly matches the true positive and false positive rate of the physician,
as the physician also chooses to hospitalize every patient in the highest risk subset. Importantly,
US and international clinical guidelines (Barkun et al., 2019; Laine et al., 2021) do not make spe-
cific recommendations regarding the use of algorithmic decision rules for the highest risk patients;
however, our results suggest that algorithms can help enhance patient safety by ensuring that all
high-risk patients receive immediate escalation of care. This suggests a complementary role for
algorithms in making triage and treatment decisions for the highest risk patients.

In contrast, the blue policy achieves a slightly lower true positive rate of 97.4%, but compensates
for this loss with a large decrease in the false positive rate (53.6% vs the physician’s 77.0%) while
automating 86% of decisions. Under this policy, the decision to discharge or hospitalize patients
is automated in every subset except for subset 4 (where, as Figure 4 suggests, physician judgment
provides the most additional value). We caution that this latter policy may be inappropriate for
real-world triage decisions, as both US and international guidelines indicate that the consensus is
that algorithmic decision rules (or algorithmic recommendations) should achieve a true positive
rate of at least 99% (Barkun et al., 2019; Laine et al., 2021). Nonetheless, this serves to illustrate
the manner in which indistinguishability can provide decision makers with an array of potentially
attractive policies. Furthermore, additional data might allow for finer-grained stratification of
patients by learning a multicalibrated partition over a richer function class, which in turn could
yield a richer space of possible decision rules.
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6 Discussion

In this work we propose a framework for enabling human-AI collaboration in prediction and decision
tasks. Under this framework, we develop a set of methods for testing whether experts provide a
predictive signal which cannot be replicated by an algorithmic predictor, and further show how to
selectively incorporate human feedback to improve algorithmic predictions. In Section 5, we show
how algorithmic indistinguishability can induce a natural set of decision rules which govern when
an algorithm should defer to a human expert. Beyond these methodological contributions, we argue
that our framing clarifies when and why human judgment can improve algorithmic performance. In
particular, a key theme in our work is that even if humans do not consistently outperform algorithms
on average, selectively incorporating human judgment can often improve both predictions and
decision-making.

A key limitation of our work is a somewhat narrow focus on minimizing a well-defined loss function
over a well-defined (and stationary) distribution. This fails to capture decision makers with richer,
multidimensional preferences that may be difficult to model (e.g., fairness, robustness or simplicity),
and does not extend to settings in which predictions influence future outcomes (see the discussion of
performative prediction in Section 2). However, we view indistinguishability as a powerful primitive
for modeling these more complex scenarios; for example, a decision maker might impose additional
preferences — like a desire for some notion of fairness — to distinguish inputs which are otherwise
indistinguishable with respect to the “primary” outcome of interest.

At a technical level, our results rely on the ability to efficiently learn multicalibrated partitions.
While we give conditions under which this is feasible in Appendix E and a finite sample analysis of
our main results in Appendix D, finding such partitions can be challenging for rich function classes.
Furthermore, as Figure 3 demonstrates, multicalibrated partitions are not always unique, and our
work does not offer guidance for choosing among multiple possibilities. However, as discussed in
Section 5, algorithms for learning multicalibrated partitions still offer useful heuristics, as the key
question — does incorporating human feedback improve algorithmic predictions within a given
subset of the input space — remains empirically testable even when the assumptions underpinning
our theory are violated.

Finally, we caution that even in contexts which fit neatly into our framework, human decision makers
can be critical for ensuring interpretability and accountability. Thus, although our approach can
provide guidance for choosing the appropriate level of automation, it does not address practical
or ethical concerns which may arise. Despite these limitations, we argue that indistinguishability
helps to clarify the role of human expertise in algorithmic decision making, and this framing in
turn provides fundamental conceptual and methodological insights for enabling effective human-AI
collaboration.
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A Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. A well known fact about univariate linear regression is that the coefficient of determination
(or r2) is equal to the square of the Pearson correlation coefficient between the regressor and the
outcome (or r). In our context, this means that within any indistinguishable subset Sk we have:

1−
Ek

[(
Y − γ∗k − β∗

kŶ
)2

]
Ek

[
(Y − Ek[Y ])2

] =
Covk(Y, Ŷ )2

Vark(Y )Vark(Ŷ )
. (7)

This implies that

Ek

[
(Y − Ek[Y ])2

]
− Ek

[(
Y − γ∗j − β∗

j Ŷ
)2

]
=

Covk(Y, Ŷ )2

Var(Ŷ )
. (8)

Which finally implies that

Ek

[(
Y − γ∗j − β∗

j Ŷ
)2

]
= Ek

[
(Y − Ek[Y ])2

]
− Covk(Y, Ŷ )2

Var(Ŷ )
(9)

≤ Ek

[
(Y − Ek[Y ])2

]
− 4Covk(Y, Ŷ )2, (10)

where (10) is an application of Popoviciu’s inequality for variances, and makes use of the fact that
Ŷ ∈ [0, 1] almost surely. We can then obtain the final result by applying the following lemma,
which extends the main result in Gopalan et al. (2022). We provide a proof in Appendix I, but for
now simply state the result as Lemma A.1 below.

Lemma A.1. Let {Sk}k∈[K] be an α-multicalibrated partition with respect to a real-valued function
class F = {f : X → [0, 1]} and target outcome Y ∈ [0, 1]. For all f ∈ F and k ∈ [K], it follows
that:

Ek

[
(Y − Ek[Y ])2

]
≤ Ek

[
(Y − f(X))2

]
+ 2α (11)

We provide further discussion of the relationship between Lemma A.1 and the main result of
Gopalan et al. (2022) in Appendix H below.

Chaining inequalities (11) and (10) yields the final result:

Ek

[(
Y − γ∗j − β∗

j Ŷ
)2

]
≤ Ek

[
(Y − f(X))2

]
+ 2α− 4Covk(Y, Ŷ )2 ∀ f ∈ F (12)

⇒ Ek

[(
Y − γ∗j − β∗

j Ŷ
)2

]
+ 4Covk(Y, Ŷ )2 ≤ Ek

[
(Y − f(X))2

]
+ 2α ∀ f ∈ F (13)
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B Proof of Corollary 4.2

Proof. The proof is almost immediate. Let γ∗, β∗ ∈ R be the population regression coefficients
obtained by regressing Y on g(H) within S (as in Theorem 4.1; the only difference is that we
consider a single indistinguishable subset rather than a multicalibrated partition). This further
implies, by the approximate calibration condition (4):

ES

[
(Y − g(H))2

]
≤ ES

[
(Y − γ∗k − β∗

kg(H))2
]
+ η (14)

The proof then follows from that of Theorem 4.1, replacing Ŷ with g(H).

C Proof of Theorem 4.3

Proof. Fix any k ∈ [K].

∣∣∣Covk(Y, Ŷ )
∣∣∣ (15)

=
∣∣∣Ek[Covk(Y, Ŷ | f̃k(X)] + Covk(Ek[Y | f̃k(X)],Ek[Ŷ | f̃k(X)])

∣∣∣ (16)

=
∣∣∣Covk(E[Y | f̃k(X)],Ek[Ŷ | f̃k(X)])

∣∣∣ (17)

≤
√
Var(Ek[Y | f̃k(X)])Vark(E[Ŷ | f̃k(X)]) (18)

≤ 1

2

√
Vark(Ek[Y | f̃k(X)]) (19)

Where (16) is the law of total covariance, (17) follows from the assumption that Y ⊥⊥ Ŷ | f̃k(X), X ∈
Sk, (18) is the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and (19) applies Popoviciu’s inequality to bound the
variance of E[Ŷ | f̃k(X)] (which is assumed to lie in [0, 1] almost surely).

We now focus on bounding Vark(Ek[Y | f̃k(X)]). Recall that by assumption, |Covk(Y, f̃k(X))| ≤ α,
so we should expect that conditioning on f̃k(X) does not change the expectation of Y by too much.

Vark(Ek[Y | f̃k(X)]) (20)

= Ek[(Ek[Y | f̃k(X)]− Ek[Ek[Y | f̃k(X)]])2] (21)

= Ek[(Ek[Y | f̃k(X)]− Ek[Y ])2] (22)

= Pk(f̃k(X) = 1)(Ek[Y | f̃k(X) = 1]− Ek[Y ])2

+ Pk(f̃k(X) = 0)(Ek[Y | f̃k(X) = 0]− Ek[Y ])2 (23)

≤ Pk(f̃k(X) = 1)
∣∣∣Ek[Y | f̃k(X) = 1]− Ek[Y ]

∣∣∣
+ Pk(f̃k(X) = 0)

∣∣∣Ek[Y | f̃k(X) = 0]− Ek[Y ]
∣∣∣ (24)
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Where the last step follows because Y is assumed to be bounded in [0, 1] almost surely. We now
make use of the following lemma:

Lemma C.1. The following simple lemma will be useful in our subsequent proofs. Let X ∈ {0, 1}
be a binary random variable. Then for any other random variable Y , the following pair of equalities
hold:

Cov(X,Y ) = P(X = 1) (E[Y | X = 1]− E[Y ]) , (25)

Cov(X,Y ) = P(X = 0) (E[Y ]− E[Y | X = 0]) . (26)

This is exactly corollary 5.1 in Gopalan et al. (2022). We provide the proof in Appendix I.

Applying Lemma C.1 to (24) yields

Vark(Ek[Y | f̃k(X)]) ≤
∣∣∣2Covk(Y, f̃k(X))

∣∣∣ ≤ 2α, (27)

where the second inequality follows because our analysis is conditional on X ∈ Sk for some α-
indistinguishable subset Sk. Plugging (27) into (19) completes the proof.

D Additional technical results

In this section we present additional technical results which complement those in the main text.
All proofs are deferred to Appendix F.

D.1 A nonlinear analog of Theorem 4.1

Below we provide a simple extension of Theorem 4.1 from univariate linear regression to arbitrary
univariate predictors of Y given Ŷ .

Corollary D.1. Let S be an α-indistinguishable subset with respect to a model class F and target
Y . Let g : [0, 1] → [0, 1] be a function which satisfies the following approximate Bayes-optimality
condition for η ≥ 0:

ES [(Y − g(Ŷ ))2] ≤ ES [(Y − ES [Y | Ŷ ])2] + η. (28)

Then, for any f ∈ F ,

ES

[
(Y − g(Ŷ ))2

]
+ 4CovS(Y, Ŷ )2 ≤ ES

[
(Y − f(X))2

]
+ 2α+ η. (29)

That is, any function g which is nearly as accurate (in terms of squared error) as the univariate
conditional expectation function ES [Y | Ŷ ] provides the same guarantee as in Theorem 4.1. This
conditional expectation function is exactly what e.g., a logistic regression of Y on Ŷ seeks to model.
We provide a proof in ??.
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D.2 A finite sample analog of Corollary 4.2

For simplicity, the technical results in Section 4 are presented in terms of population quantities.
In this section we consider the empirical analogue of Corollary 4.2, and provide a generalization
argument which relates these empirical quantities to the corresponding population results in Sec-
tion 4. We focus our attention on Corollary 4.2, as the proof follows similarly for Theorem 4.1 and
Corollary D.1.

Let G be some class of predictors mapping H to [0, 1]. We’ll begin with the setup of Corollary 4.2,
with S ⊆ X denoting a fixed, measurable subset of the input space (we’ll generalize to a full partition
S1 . . . SK below). Further let nS ≡

∑n
i=1 1(xi ∈ S) denote the number of training examples

which lie in the subset S ⊆ X , and {yi, hi}nS
i=1 denote i.i.d. samples from the unknown joint

distribution over the random variables (Y,H) conditional on the event that X ∈ S. Let ĝS ≡
argming∈G

1
nS

∑nS
i=1(yi − g(hi))

2 denote the empirical risk minimizer within S. Our goal will be
to show that if there exists some g∗S ∈ G satisfying (4), then the empirical risk minimizer ĝS also
approximately satisfies (4) with high probability.

Lemma D.2. Let L = {ℓg : g ∈ G}, where ℓg(x, h) ≡ (y − g(h))2, denote the class of squared
loss functions indexed by g ∈ G, and let RnS (L) denote the Rademacher complexity of L. Let
P (S) ≡ P(X ∈ S) denote the measure of S. Then, for any δ ≥ 0, with probability at least

(1− e−
nP (S)δ2

4 )(1− 2e−P (S)n), we have

ES [ℓĝ] ≤ ES [ℓg∗ ] + 4RnS (L) + 2δ, and nS ≥ nP (S)/2. (30)

That is, if there exists some g∗ ∈ G satisfying (4), then the empirical risk minimizer ĝ ∈ G within the
subset S also satisfies (4) with high probability, up to an approximation error that depends on the
Rademacher complexity of L. For many natural classes of functions, including linear functions, the
Rademacher complexity (1) tends to 0 as n→∞ and (2) can be sharply bounded in finite samples
(see e.g., Chapter 4 in Wainwright (2019)). We provide a proof of Lemma D.2 in Appendix F.

Extending Lemma D.2 to a partition of X . The result above is stated for a single subset
S, and depends critically on the measure of that subset P (S) ≡ P(X ∈ S). We now show this
generalization argument can be extended to a partition of the input space S1 . . . SK ⊆ X by
arguing that Lemma D.2 applies to “most” instances sampled from the marginal distribution over
X . Specifically, we show that the probability that X lies in any subset S with measure P (S)
approaching 0 is a low probability event; for the remaining inputs, Lemma D.2 applies.

Corollary D.3. Let {Sk}k∈[K] be a (not necessarily multicalibrated) partition of the input space,
chosen independently of the training data, and let nk denote the number of training observations
which lie in a given subset Sk ⊆ X . Then, for any ϵ > 0 and δ ≥ 0, X lies in a subset Sk ⊆ X
such that,

Ek[ℓĝ] ≤ Ek[ℓg∗ ] + 4Rnk
(L) + 2δ (31)

with probability at least (1 − ϵ)(1 − e
−nkϵδ2

4K )(1 − 2e−
nkϵ

K ) over the distribution of the training data
{xi, yi, ŷi}ni=1 and a test observation (xn+1, yn+1, ŷn+1).
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The preceding corollary indicates that Lemma D.2 also holds for a “typical” subset of the input
space, replacing the dependence on the measure of any given subset P (S) with a lower bound on
the probability that a test observation xn+1 lies in some subset whose measure is at least ϵ

K . We
provide a formal proof in ??.

E Learning multicalibrated partitions

In this section we discuss two sets of conditions on F which enable the efficient computation of
multicalibrated partitions. An immediate implication of our first result is that any class of Lipschitz
predictors induce a multicalibrated partition. All proofs are deferred to Appendix G.

Level sets of F are multicalibrated. Observe that one way in which Definition 3.1 is trivially
satisfied (with α = 0) is whenever every f ∈ F is constant within a subset S ⊆ X . We relax this
insight as follows: if the variance of every f ∈ F is bounded within S, then S is approximately
indistinguishable with respect to F .

Lemma E.1. Let F be a class of predictors and S ⊆ X be a subset of the input space. If:

sup
f∈F

Var(f(X) | X ∈ S) ≤ 4α2, (32)

then S is α-indistinguishable with respect to F and Y .

This result yields a natural corollary: the approximate level sets of F (i.e., sets in which the range
of every f ∈ F is bounded) are approximately indistinguishable. We state this result formally
as Corollary E.2 below. We use exactly this approach to finding multicalibrated partitions in our
study of a chest X-ray classification task in Section 5.

Corollary E.2. Let F be a class of predictors whose range is bounded within some S ⊆ X . That
is, for all f ∈ F :

sup
x∈S

f(x)− inf
x′∈S

f(x′) ≤ 4α (33)

Then S is α-indistinguishable with respect to F .

Lemma E.1 also implies a simple algorithm for finding multicalibrated partitions when F is Lipschitz
with respect to some distance metric d : X ×X → R: observations which are close under d(·, ·) are
guaranteed to be approximately indistinguishable with respect to F . We state this result formally
as Corollary E.3 below.

Corollary E.3. Let FLip(L,d) be the set of L-Lipschitz functions with respect to some distance
metric d(·, ·) on X . That is:

∣∣f(x)− f(x′)
∣∣ ≤ Ld(x, x′) ∀ f ∈ FLip(L,d) (34)

Let {Sk}k∈K for K ⊆ N be some (4α/L)-net on X with respect to d(·, ·). Then {Sk}k∈K is α-
multicalibrated with respect to FLip(L,d).
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Proofs of the results above are provided in Appendix G.

Multicalibration via boosting. Recent work by Globus-Harris et al. (2023) demonstrates that
multicalibration is closely related to boosting over a function class F . In this section we first provide
conditions, adapted from Globus-Harris et al. (2023), which imply that the level sets of a certain
predictor h : X → [0, 1] are multicalibrated with respect to F ; that is, the set {x | h(x) = v} for
every v in the range of h is approximately indistinguishable. We then discuss how these conditions
yield a natural boosting algorithm for learning a predictor h which induces a multicalibrated
partition. In the lemma below, we use R(f) to denote the range of a function f .

Lemma E.4. Let F be a function class which is closed under affine transformations; i.e., f ∈
F ⇒ a + bf ∈ F for all a, b ∈ R, and let F̃ = {f ∈ F | R(f) ⊆ [0, 1]}. Let Y ∈ [0, 1] be the
target outcome, and h : X → [0, 1] be some predictor with countable range R(h) ⊆ [0, 1]. If, for all
f ∈ F , v ∈ R(h):

E
[
(h(X)− Y )2 − (f(X)− Y )2 | h(X) = v

]
< α2, (35)

then the level sets of h are (2α)-multicalibrated with respect to F̃ and Y .

To interpret this result, observe that (35) is the difference between the mean squared error of f
and the mean squared error of h within each level set Sv = {x ∈ X | h(x) = v}. Thus, if the
best f ∈ F fails to significantly improve on the squared error of h within a given level set Sv,
then Sv is indistinguishable with respect to F̃ (which is merely F restricted to functions that lie in
[0, 1]). Globus-Harris et al. (2023) give a boosting algorithm which, given a squared error regression
oracle10 for F , outputs a predictor h which satisfies (35). We make use of this algorithm in Section 5
to learn a partition of the input space in a visual prediction task. Although the class we consider
there (the class of shallow regression trees FRT5) is not closed under affine transformations, boosting
over this class captures the spirit of our main result: while no f ∈ FRT5 can improve accuracy
within the level sets of h, humans provide additional predictive signal within three of them.

Taken together, the results in this section demonstrate that multicalibrated partitions can be
efficiently computed for many natural classes of functions, which in turn enables the application of
results in Section 4.

F Omitted proofs from Appendix D

F.1 Proof of Corollary D.1

Proof. Observe that, because the conditional expectation function Ek[Y | Ŷ ] minimizes squared
error with respect to all univariate functions of Ŷ , we must have:

ES

[
(Y − ES [Y | Ŷ ])2

]
≤ ES

[
(Y − γ∗ − β∗Ŷ )2

]
(36)

10Informally, a squared error regression oracle for F is an algorithm which can efficiently output argminf∈F E[(Y −
f(X)]2] for any distribution over X,Y . When the distribution is over a finite set of training data, this is equivalent
to empirical risk minimization. We refer to Globus-Harris et al. (2023) for additional details, including generalization
arguments.
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Where γ∗ ∈ R, β∗ ∈ R are the population regression coefficients obtained by regression Y on g(H)
as in Theorem 4.1. This further implies, by the approximate Bayes-optimality condition (28):

ES

[
(Y − g(Ŷ ))2

]
≤ ES

[
(Y − γ∗k − β∗

kŶ )2
]
+ η (37)

The proof then follows immediately from that of Theorem 4.1.

F.2 Proof of Lemma D.2

Proof. We will adopt the notation from the setup of Corollary 4.2. Further let G be some class
of predictors mapping H to [0, 1], over which we seek to learn the mean-squared-error minimizing
g∗S ∈ G within some subset S ⊆ X .

Let nS ≡
∑n

i=1 1(xi ∈ S) denote the number of training examples which lie in the subset S, and let

ÊS [ℓg] ≡ 1
nS

∑nS
i=1(Yi− g(Xi))

2 denote the empirical loss incurred by some g ∈ G within S. Finally,

let ES [ℓg] ≡ E[(Y − g(X))2 | X ∈ S] denote the population analogue of ÊS [ℓg].

By Hoeffding’s inequality we have:

P
(
nS ≥

nP (S)

2

)
≥

(
1− 2e−P (S)n

)
(38)

that is, nS is at least half its expectation with high probability. Let L = {ℓg : g ∈ G}, where
ℓg(x, y) = (y − g(x))2, be the class of squared loss functions indexed by g ∈ G. Let RnS (L) denote
the Rademacher complexity of L, which is defined as follows:

Definition F.1. Rademacher Complexity

For a fixed n ∈ N, let ϵ1 . . . ϵn denote n i.i.d. Rademacher random variables (recall that Rademacher
random variables take values 1 and −1 with equal probability 1

2). Let Z1 . . . Zn denote i.i.d. random
variables taking values in some abstract domain Z, and let T be a class of real-valued functions
over the domain Z. The Rademacher complexity of T is denoted by Rn(T ), and is defined as
follows:

Rn(T ) = E

[
sup
t∈T

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

ϵit(Zi)

∣∣∣∣∣
]

(39)

Where the expectation is taken over both ϵ1 . . . ϵn and Z1 . . . Zn. Intuitively, the Rademacher
complexity is the expected maximum correlation between some t ∈ T and the noise vector ϵ1 . . . ϵn.

We now make use of a standard uniform convergence result, which is stated in terms of the
Rademacher complexity of a function class. We reproduce this theorem (lightly adapted to our
notation) from the textbook treatment provided in Wainwright (2019) below:

Theorem F.2. (adapted from Wainwright (2019)) For any b-uniformly-bounded class of functions
T , any positive integer n ≥ 1 and any scalar δ ≥ 0, we have:
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sup
t∈T

∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

t(Zi)− E[t(Z1)]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2Rn(T ) + δ (40)

with probability at least 1− exp
(
−nδ2

2b2

)
.

Applying Theorem F.2 (noting that L is uniformly bounded in [0, 1]) implies:

sup
g∈G

∣∣∣ÊS [ℓg]− ES [ℓg]
∣∣∣ ≤ 2RnS (L) + δ (41)

with probability at least 1 − e
−nSδ2

2 . Finally, combining (38) with (41) further implies, for any
δ ≥ 0,

ES [ℓĝ] ≤ ES [ℓg∗ ] + 4RnS (L) + 2δ (42)

with probability at least (1− e−
nP (S)δ2

4 )(1− 2e−P (S)n), as desired.

F.3 Proof of Corollary D.3

Proof. We’ll adopt the notation from the setup of Lemma D.2 and Corollary D.3. Observe that, if
we were to take the union of every element of the partition {Sk}k∈K with measure P (S) ≡ P(X ∈
Sk) ≤ ϵ

K , the result would be a subset of the input space with measure at most K × ϵ
K = ϵ. Note

that this is merely an analytical device; we need not identify which subsets these are.

Thus, with probability at least (1− ϵ), a newly sampled test observation will lie in some element of
the partition {Sk}k∈[K] with measure at least ϵ

K . Conditional on this event, we can directly apply
the result of Lemma D.2, plugging in a lower bound of ϵ

K for P (S). This yields, for any ϵ > 0 and
δ ≥ 0, X lies in a subset Sk ⊆ X such that,

Ek[ℓĝ] ≤ Ek[ℓg∗ ] + 4Rnk
(L) + 2δ (43)

with probability at least (1 − ϵ)(1 − e
−nϵδ2

4K )(1 − 2e−
nϵ
K ) over the distribution of the training data

{xi, yi, ŷi}ni=1 and a test observation (xn+1, yn+1, ŷn+1), as desired.

G Omitted proofs from Appendix E

G.1 Proof of Lemma E.1

Proof. We want to show |Cov(Y, f(X) | X ∈ S)| ≤ α for all f ∈ F and some S such that
supf∈F Var(f(X) | X ∈ S) ≤ 4α2.
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Fix any f ∈ F . We then have:

|Cov(Y, f(X) | X ∈ S)| (44)

≤
√
Var(Y | X ∈ S)Var(f(X) | X ∈ S) (45)

≤
√

1

4
×Var(f(X) | X ∈ S) (46)

≤
√

1

4
× 4α2 (47)

= α (48)

Where (45) is the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality, (46) is Popoviciu’s inequality and makes use of the
fact that Y is bounded in [0, 1] by assumption, and (47) uses the assumption that supf∈F Var(f(X) |
X ∈ S) ≤ 4α2.

G.2 Proof of Corollary E.2

Proof. We want to show that ∀ f ∈ F :

|Cov(Y, f(X) | X ∈ S)| ≤ α (49)

By assumption, f(X) is bounded in a range of 4α within S. From this it follows by Popoviciu’s
inequality for variances that ∀ f ∈ F :

Var(f(X) | X ∈ Sj) ≤
(4α)2

4
= 4α2 (50)

The proof then follows from Lemma E.1.

G.3 Proof of Corollary E.3

Proof. We want to show that ∀ f ∈ FLip(L,d), k ∈ K:

|Covk(Y, f(X))| ≤ α (51)

Because Sk is part of a 4α/L-net, there exists some m ∈ [0, 1] such that P(f(X) ∈ [m,m + 4α] |
X ∈ Sk) = 1; that is, f(X) is bounded almost surely in some interval of length 4α. From this it
follows by Popoviciu’s inequality for variances that ∀ f ∈ FLip(L,d), k ∈ K:
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Vark(f(X)) ≤ (4α)2

4
= 4α2 (52)

The remainder of the proof follows from Lemma E.1.

G.4 Proof of Lemma E.4

Proof. The result follows Lemma 3.3 and Lemma 6.8 in Globus-Harris et al. (2023). We pro-
vide a simplified proof below, adapted to our notation. We’ll use Ev[·] to denote the expectation
conditional on the event that {h(X) = v} for each v ∈ R(h). We use Covv(·, ·) analogously.

Our proof will proceed in two steps. First we’ll show that:

∀v ∈ R(h), f ∈ F ,Ev[(h(X)− Y )2 − (f(X)− Y )2] < α2 (53)

⇒ Ev[f(X)(Y − v)] < α ∀ v ∈ R(h), f ∈ F̃ (54)

This condition states that if there does not exist some v in the range of h where the best f ∈
F improves on the squared error incurred by h by more than α2, then the predictor h(·) is α-
multicalibrated in the sense of Globus-Harris et al. (2023) with respect to the constrained class
F̃ . We then show that the level sets of a predictor h(·) which satisfies (54) form a multicalibrated
partition (Definition 3.2). That is:

Ev[f(X)(Y − v)] ≤ α ∀v ∈ R(h), f ∈ F̃ ⇒ Covv(f(X), Y ) ≤ 2α ∀v ∈ R(h), f ∈ F̃ (55)

That is, the level sets Sv = {x | h(x) = v} form a (2α)-multicalibrated partition with respect to F̃ .

First, we’ll prove the contrapositive of (54). This proof is adapted from that of Lemma 3.3 in
Globus-Harris et al. (2023). Suppose there exists some v ∈ R(h) and f ∈ F̃ such that

Ev[f(X)(Y − v)] ≥ α (56)

Then there exists f ′ ∈ F such that:

Ev[(f
′(X)− Y )2 − (h(X)− Y )2] ≥ α2 (57)

Proof: let η = α
Ev [f(X)2]

and f ′ = v + α
Ev [f(X)2]

f(X) = v + ηf(X). Then:
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Ev

[
(h(X)− Y )2 − (f ′(X)− Y )2

]
(58)

= Ev

[
(v − Y )2 − (v + ηf(X)− Y )2

]
(59)

= Ev

[
v2 + Y 2 − 2Y v − v2 − η2f(X)2 − Y 2 − 2vηf(X) + 2vY + 2ηf(X)Y

]
(60)

= Ev

[
2ηf(X) (Y − v)− η2f(X)2

]
(61)

= Ev [2ηf(X) (Y − v)]− α2

Ev[f(X)2]
(62)

≥ 2ηα− α2

Ev[f(X)2]
(63)

=
α2

Ev[f(X)2]
(64)

≥ α2 (65)

Where the last step follows because we took f ∈ F̃ , the subset of the function class F which only
takes values in [0, 1]. This implies that if instead Ev[(f

′(X) − Y )2 − (h(X) − Y )2] < α2 for all
v ∈ R(h), f ′ ∈ F , then Ev[f(X)(Y − v)] < α for all v ∈ R(h) and f ∈ F̃ . Next we prove (55);
that is, Ev[f(X)(Y − v)] < α for all v ∈ R(h) and f ∈ F̃ implies |Covv(f(X), Y )| ≤ 2α for all
v ∈ R(h), f ∈ F̃ .

The proof is adapted from that of Lemma 6.8 in Globus-Harris et al. (2023); our proof differs
beginning at (73). Fix some f ∈ F̃ and v ∈ R(h). By assumption we have, for all v ∈ R(h) and
f ∈ F̃ ,

Ev[f(X)(Y − v)] < α (66)

Then we can show:

|Covv(f(X), Y )| (67)

= |Ev[f(X)Y ]− Ev[f(X)]Ev[Y ]| (68)

= |Ev[f(X)Y ]− Ev[f(X)]Ev[Y ] + vEv[f(X)]− vEv[f(X)]| (69)

= |Ev[f(X)(Y − v)] + Ev[f(X)](v − Ev[Y ])| (70)

≤ |Ev[f(X)(Y − v)]|+ |Ev[f(X)](v − Ev[Y ])| (71)

= |Ev[f(X)(Y − v)]|+ |Ev[f(X)](Ev[Y ]− v)| (72)

≤ α+ |Ev[f(X)](Ev[Y ]− v)| (73)

Where the last step follows from the assumption (66). Now, let f ′(X) ≡ Ev[f(X)] be the constant
function which takes the value Ev[f(X)]. We can write (73) as follows:

α+ |Ev[f(X)](Ev[Y ]− v)| = α+
∣∣f ′(X)(Ev[Y ]− v)

∣∣ (74)

= α+
∣∣Ev[f

′(X)(Y − v)]
∣∣ (75)

Because F is closed under affine transformations, it contains all constant functions, and thus,
f ′(X) ∈ F . F̃ , by definition, is the subset of F whose range lies in [0, 1]. Because f ∈ F̃ , it must
be that Ev[f(X)] ∈ [0, 1] and thus, f ′ ∈ F̃ . So, we can again invoke (66) to show:
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α+
∣∣Ev[f

′(X)(Y − v)]
∣∣ ≤ 2α (76)

Which completes the proof.

H Relating Lemma A.1 to Omnipredictors (Gopalan et al., 2022)

In this section we compare Lemma A.1 to the main result of Gopalan et al. (2022). While the
main result of Gopalan et al. (2022) applies broadly to convex, Lipschitz loss functions, we focus
on the special case of minimizing squared error. In this case, we show that Lemma A.1 extends
the main result of Gopalan et al. (2022) to cover real-valued outcomes under somewhat weaker and
more natural conditions. We proceed in three steps: first, to provide a self-contained exposition,
we state the result of Gopalan et al. (2022) for real-valued outcomes in the special case of squared
error (Lemma H.1 and Lemma H.2 below). Second, we derive a matching bound using Lemma A.1
(our result), which we do by demonstrating that the conditions of Lemma H.2 imply the conditions
of Lemma A.1. Finally, we show that Lemma A.1 applies in more generality than Lemma H.2,
under conditions which match those of Definition 3.2.

We first state the main result of Gopalan et al. (2022) (adapted to our notation) below, which holds
for binary outcomes Y ∈ {0, 1}.11

Lemma H.1 (Omnipredictors for binary outcomes, specialized to squared error (Gopalan et al.
(2022), Theorem 6.3)). Let S be a subset which is α-indistinguishable with respect to a real-valued
function class F and a binary target outcome Y ∈ {0, 1}. Then, for all f ∈ F ,

ES

[
(Y − E[Y ])2

]
≤ ES

[
(Y − f(X))2

]
+ 4α (77)

This result makes use of the fact that for any fixed y ∈ [0, 1], the squared error function is 2-
Lipschitz with respect to f(x) over the interval [0, 1]. This is similar to Lemma A.1, but requires
that Y is binary-valued. In contrast, Lemma A.1 allows for real-valued Y ∈ [0, 1], and gains a
factor of 2 on the RHS.12 Gopalan et al. (2022) provide an alternate extension of Lemma H.1 to
bounded, real-valued Y , which we present below for comparison to Lemma A.1.

H.1 Extending Lemma H.1 to real-valued Y

Fix some ϵ > 0, and let B(ϵ) = {0, 1, 2 . . . ⌊2ϵ ⌋}. Let Ỹ be a random variable which represents a

discretization of Y into bins of size ϵ
2 . That is, Ỹ = minb∈B(ϵ)

∣∣Y − bϵ
2

∣∣. Let R(Ỹ ) denote the range

of Ỹ . Observe that the following holds for any function g : X → [0, 1]:∣∣∣E[(Ỹ − g(X))2]− E[(Y − g(X))2]
∣∣∣ ≤ ϵ (78)

11As discussed in Section 1, we also continue to elide the distinction between the ‘approximate’ multicalibration of
Gopalan et al. (2022) and our focus on individual indistinguishable subsets. The results in this section can again be
interpreted as holding for the ‘typical’ element of an approximately multicalibrated partition.

12Note that Lemma A.1 also requires that each f ∈ F takes values in [0, 1], but this is without loss of generality
when the outcome is bounded in [0, 1]; projecting each f ∈ F onto [0, 1] can only reduce squared error.
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Where (78) follows because the function (y − g(x))2 is 2-Lipschitz with respect to g(x) over [0, 1]
for all y ∈ [0, 1]. We now work with the discretization of Ỹ , and provide an analogue to Lemma H.1
under a modified indistinguishability condition for discrete-valued Ỹ , which we’ll show is stronger
than Definition 3.1.

Lemma H.2 (Extending Lemma H.1 to real-valued Y (Gopalan et al. (2022), adapted from Theo-
rem 8.1)). Let R(f) denote the range of a function f , and let 1(·) denote the indicator function. Let
S be a subset of the input space X which satisfies the following condition with respect to a function
class F and discretized target Ỹ :

For all f ∈ F and ỹ ∈ R(Ỹ ), if: ∣∣∣CovS(1(Ỹ = ỹ), f(X))
∣∣∣ ≤ α (79)

Then:

ES

[(
Ỹ − ES [Ỹ ]

)2
]
≤ ES

[(
Ỹ − f(X)

)2
]
+ 2

⌈
2

ϵ

⌉
α (80)

To interpret this result, observe that (80) yields a bound which is similar to Lemma H.1 under a
modified ‘pointwise’ indistinguishability condition (79) for any discretization Ỹ of Y . Combining
(80) with (78) further implies:

ES

[(
Y − ES [Ỹ ]

)2
]
≤ ES

[
(Y − f(X))2

]
+ 2

⌈
2

ϵ

⌉
α+ 2ϵ (81)

H.2 Deriving Lemma H.2 using Lemma A.1

We show next that the ‘pointwise’ condition (79) for α ≥ 0 implies our standard indistinguishability
condition (Definition 3.1) for α′ =

⌈
2
ϵ

⌉
α. This will allow us to apply Lemma A.1 to obtain a bound

which is identical to (81). Thus, we show that Lemma A.1 is at least as general as Lemma H.2.

Lemma H.3. Let S be a subset satisfying (79). Then, for all f ∈ F ,

∣∣∣CovS(Ỹ , f(X))
∣∣∣ ≤ ⌈

2

ϵ

⌉
α (82)

We provide a proof in Appendix I. Thus, combining assumption (79) with Lemma A.1 and (78)
recovers a result which is identical to Lemma H.2. That is, for all f ∈ F :

∣∣∣CovS(1(Ỹ = ỹ), f(X))
∣∣∣ ≤ α (83)

⇒
∣∣∣CovS(Ỹ , f(X))

∣∣∣ ≤ ⌈
2

ϵ

⌉
α (84)

⇒ ES

[(
Ỹ − ES [Ỹ ]

)2
]
≤ ES

[(
Ỹ − f(X)

)2
]
+ 2

⌈
2

ϵ

⌉
α (85)

⇒ ES

[(
Y − E[Ỹ ]

)2
]
≤ ES

[
(Y − f(X))2

]
+ 2

⌈
2

ϵ

⌉
α+ 2ϵ (86)
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Where (84) follows from Lemma H.3, (85) follows from Lemma A.1 and (86) follows from (78).

H.3 Extending Lemma A.1 beyond Lemma H.2

Finally, to show that Lemma A.1 extends Lemma H.2, it suffices to provide a distribution over f(X)
for some f ∈ F and a discrete-valued Ỹ taking l ≥ 1 values such that Definition 3.1 is satisfied at
level α ≥ 0, but (79) is not satisfied at α′ = (α/l) (though in fact that taking α′ = α also suffices
for the following counterexample).

Consider the joint distribution in which the events {Ỹ = 0, f(X) = 0}, {Ỹ = 1
2 , f(X) = 1

2} and

{Ỹ = 1
2 , f(X) = 1} occur with equal probability 1

3 conditional on {X ∈ S} for some S ⊆ X . We
suppress the conditioning event {X ∈ S} for clarity. Then:

Cov(1(Ỹ = 0), f(X)) = P(Ỹ = 1)
(
E[f(X) | Ỹ = 0]− E[f(X)]

)
= −1

6
(87)

On the other hand we have:

Cov(Ỹ , f(X)) = E[Ỹ f(X)]− E[Ỹ ]E[f(X)] (88)

= E[Ỹ E[f(X) | Ỹ ]]− E[Ỹ ]E[f(X)] (89)

=

(
1

3
× 0 +

2

3
× 1

2
× 3

4

)
− 1

3
× 1

2
=

1

12
(90)

That is, we have
∣∣∣Cov(Ỹ , f(X))

∣∣∣ = 1
12 < 3

∣∣∣Cov(1(Ỹ = 0), f(X))
∣∣∣ = 1

2 . Thus, Lemma A.1 es-

tablishes a result which is similar to (H.2) for real-valued Y under the weaker and more natural
condition that |Cov(Y, f(X))| is bounded, which remains well-defined for real-valued Y , rather than
requiring the stronger pointwise bound (79) for some discretization Ỹ .

Finally, we briefly compare Lemma A.1 to Theorem 8.3 in Gopalan et al. (2022), which generalizes
Lemma H.2 to hold for linear combinations of the functions f ∈ F and to further quantify the gap
between the ‘canonical predictor’ Ek[Y ] and any f ∈ F (or linear combinations thereof). These
extensions are beyond the scope of our work, but we briefly remark that the apparently sharper
bound of Theorem 8.3 is due to an incorrect assumption that the squared loss (y − g(x))2 is 1-
Lipschitz with respect to g(x) over the interval [0, 1], for any y ∈ [0, 1]. Correcting this to a Lipschitz
constant of 2 recovers the same bound as (86).
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I Proofs of auxiliary lemmas

I.1 Proof of Lemma C.1

Proof. We’ll first prove (25).

Cov(X,Y ) = E[XY ]− E[X]E[Y ] (91)

= E[E[XY | X]]− E[X]E[Y ] (92)

= P(X = 1)E[XY | X = 1] + P(X = 0)E[XY | X = 0]− E[X]E[Y ] (93)

= P(X = 1)E[Y | X = 1]− E[X]E[Y ] (94)

= P(X = 1)E[Y | X = 1]− P(X = 1)E[Y ] (95)

= P(X = 1) (E[Y | X = 1]− E[Y ]) (96)

As desired. To prove (26), let X ′ = 1−X. Applying the prior result yields:

Cov(X ′, Y ) = P(X ′ = 1)
(
E[Y | X ′ = 1]− E[Y ]

)
(97)

Because X ′ = 1⇔ X = 0, it follows that:

Cov(X ′, Y ) = P(X = 0) (E[Y | X = 0]− E[Y ]) (98)

Finally, because covariance is a bilinear function, Cov(X ′, Y ) = Cov(1 − X,Y ) = −Cov(X,Y ).
Chaining this identity with (98) yields the result.

I.2 Proof of Lemma A.1

The result we want to prove specializes Theorem 6.3 in Gopalan et al. (2022) to the case of squared
error, but our result allows Y ∈ [0, 1] rather than Y ∈ {0, 1}. The first few steps of our proof
thus follow that of Theorem 6.3 in Gopalan et al. (2022); our proof diverges starting at (103). We
provide a detailed comparison of these two results in Appendix H above.

Proof. Fix any k ∈ [K]. We want to prove the following bound:

Ek[(Y − Ek[Y ])2] ≤ Ek[(Y − f(X))2] + 4α (99)

It suffices to show instead that:

Ek[(Y − Ek[f(X)])2] ≤ Ek[(Y − f(X))2] + 4α (100)

From this the result follows, as Ek[(Y − Ek[Y ])2] ≤ Ek[(Y − c)2] for any constant c. To simplify
notation, we drop the subscript k and instead let the conditioning event {X ∈ Sk} be implicit
throughout. We first show:

37



E[(Y − f(X))2] = E
[
E
[
(Y − f(X))2 | Y

]]
≥ E

[
(Y − E[f(X) | Y ])2

]
(101)

Where the second inequality is an application of Jensen’s inequality (the squared loss is convex in
f(X)). From this it follows that:

E
[
(Y − E[f(X)])2

]
− E

[
(Y − f(X))2

]
(102)

≤ E
[
(Y − E[f(X)])2 − (Y − E[f(X) | Y ])2

]
(103)

= E
[
E[f(X)]2 − 2Y E[f(X)]− E[f(X) | Y ]2 + 2Y E[f(X) | Y ]

]
(104)

= 2 (E [Y E[f(X) | Y ]− Y E[f(X)]])− E
[
E[f(X) | Y ]2 + E[f(X)]2

]
(105)

= 2 (E [Y f(X)]− E[Y ]E[f(X)])− E
[
E[f(X) | Y ]2 + E[f(X)]2

]
(106)

= 2Cov(Y, f(X))− E
[
E[f(X) | Y ]2

]
+ E[f(X)]2 (107)

= 2Cov(Y, f(X))−Var(E[f(X) | Y ]) (108)

≤ 2α (109)

Where each step until (109) follows by simply grouping terms and applying linearity of expectation.
(109) follows by the multicalibration condition and the fact that the variance of any random variable
is nonnegative.

I.3 Proof of Lemma H.3

Proof. Recall that Ỹ is a discrete random variable taking values 0, ϵ
2 , ϵ,

3ϵ
2 . . . ⌊2ϵ ⌋

ϵ
2 . We again use

R(Ỹ ) to denote the range of Ỹ . Our analysis below proceeds conditional on the event {X ∈ S},
which we suppress for clarity. We can show

38



∣∣∣Cov(Ỹ , f(X))
∣∣∣ = ∣∣∣E[Ỹ f(X)]− E[Ỹ ]E[f(X)]

∣∣∣ (110)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣E[Ỹ f(X)]− E[f(X)]
∑

ỹ∈R(Ỹ )

ỹP(Ỹ = ỹ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (111)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣E[Ỹ E[f(X) | Ỹ ]]− E[f(X)]
∑

ỹ∈R(Ỹ )

ỹP(Ỹ = ỹ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (112)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

ỹ∈R(Ỹ )

ỹP(Ỹ = ỹ)E[f(X) | Ỹ = ỹ]− E[f(X)]
∑

ỹ∈R(Ỹ )

ỹP(Ỹ = ỹ)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ (113)

=

∣∣∣∣∣∣
∑

ỹ∈R(Ỹ )

ỹP(Ỹ = ỹ)
(
E[f(X) | Ỹ = ỹ]− E[f(X)]

)∣∣∣∣∣∣ (114)

≤
∑

ỹ∈R(Ỹ )

ỹP(Ỹ = ỹ)
∣∣∣(E[f(X) | Ỹ = ỹ]− E[f(X)]

)∣∣∣ (115)

=
∑

ỹ∈R(Ỹ )

ỹ
∣∣∣Cov(1(Ỹ = ỹ), f(X))

∣∣∣ (116)

≤
∑

ỹ∈R(Ỹ )

ỹα (117)

≤
∑

ỹ∈R(Ỹ )

α (118)

≤
⌈
2

ϵ

⌉
α (119)

Where (115) makes use of the fact that ỹ ≥ 0, (116) makes use of the identity
∣∣∣Cov(1(Ỹ = ỹ), f(X))

∣∣∣ =
P(Ỹ = ỹ)

∣∣∣(E[f(X) | Ỹ = ỹ]− E[f(X)]
)∣∣∣ (this is a straightforward analogue of Lemma C.1), (117)

applies assumption (79), and (118) makes use of the fact that ỹ ≤ 1.
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