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Abstract

Inductive conformal predictors (ICPs) are algorithms that are able to generate prediction sets, instead
of point predictions, which are valid at a user-defined confidence level, only assuming exchangeability.
These algorithms are useful for reliable machine learning and are increasing in popularity. The ICP
development process involves dividing development data into three parts: training, calibration and
test. With access to limited or expensive development data, it is an open question regarding the most
efficient way to divide the data. This study provides several experiments to explore this question and
consider the case for allowing overlap of examples between training and calibration sets. Conclusions
are drawn that will be of value to academics and practitioners planning to use ICPs.
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1 Introduction

Inductive conformal predictors (ICP) are machine
learning algorithms that generate prediction sets,
instead of point predictions, at a user-defined con-
fidence level, and coverage, i.e. the probability
that the true label is in the prediction set, is guar-
anteed to be at least this confidence level, only
assuming that data are drawn from an exchange-
able distribution. This is a property referred to as
marginal validity (Vovk et al, 2005). For example,

a medical diagnosis system to predict one of 12

types of cancer could be built using ICP. For a new
patient, instead of predicting just one cancer type
it can predict a set of possible types (e.g. type A, D
or F). If the medical doctor sets a confidence level
of 90% then ICP has a theoretical guarantee that
the probability that the true cancer type is within
this prediction set is 90% or higher. The doctor is
able to set a higher confidence level if she wishes
and the ICP would meet this confidence level, but
would need to output larger prediction sets to do
so. The validity property of ICP makes it valuable

to achieve reliable machine learning, but we are



also interested in achieving useful predictions. For
ICP this means that prediction sets should be as
small as possible. This is referred to as the predic-
tive efficiency of the ICP and can be optimized
for different application problems.

ICP is built by partitioning a given develop-
ment data set into a training, calibration and
test data set. Typically, the partition is performed
using random sampling with a predefined pro-
portion of cases in each data set (e.g. split into
proportions 50%, 25%, and 25% respectively). In
many real world applications we are often con-
fronted with the problem of limited data to use
for constructing and validating machine learning
models. In conventional machine learning, meth-
ods such as cross-validation and bootstrap testing
can be used for efficient use of limited data (Stone,
1997; Efron and Tibshirani, 1997). The problem of
limited data affects ICP, as well as other machine
learning algorithms, and several solutions have
been proposed to develop conformal predictors
efficiently within different settings, such as cross-
conformal predictor (CCP) (Vovk, 2015) as a form
of cross-validation for ICP. However, there are lim-
ited results in the literature demonstrating how
ICP actually behaves with different choices of the
partitioning of the development data. Lofstrom
et al (2013) explore the use of data with Conformal
Predictors, but focus on experimenting with dif-

ferent methods such as ICP along with proposed

alternatives CCP, Bootstrap Conformal Predic-
tors (BCP) and Out-of-Bag (OOB) test sets. They
find evidence that CCP and BCP may not be
valid, in the general case, and propose using OOB.
Our study is different, in that we explore varying
the size of data in training and calibration sets,
with possible overlap, within the context of the
ICP method only, since this is a popular version
of conformal predictor with known marginal valid-
ity property. We may suppose it is better to have
more data as part of the training data than the
calibration set, so that the model is trained suffi-
ciently, but then if not enough data is left in the
calibration set, this may effect the quality of the
generated prediction sets and the empirical valid-
ity of results. It is an open question to ask how
many is the right number in each set, and whether
the amount of data required in each set changes
with different confidence levels.

With very limited development data available,
we may be tempted to share observations between
training and calibration data sets, so that the par-
titions overlap, to enable more data to be available
at both training and calibration stages. However,
this would lead to a form of overfitting that we
discuss in the methodology section and violates
the assumptions that guarantee validity of ICP.
However, we may wonder how robust ICP’s empir-
ical validity is, with different degrees of overlap.
We may speculate that just a small overlap of cal-

ibration and training data would have minimal



effect on validity, as we observe it on test data,

whilst giving more efficient prediction sets, but

this remains an open question. We report results
that explore these questions.

We give results of several experiments with
different splits of the development data, based
on different development scenarios. Three experi-
ments are performed to explore the behaviour of
ICP with different data partitions:

A. We suppose that the development set size is
fixed and limited. A test set of fixed size is
first drawn, then a training set with variable
number of observations is then drawn. The
remaining observations are then allocated to
the calibration data set. Thus, this experiment
tests how ICP behaves with different partitions
of data between training and calibration with
no overlap between the partitions.

B. In this experiment we consider different sizes
of development data available. A test set of
fixed size is first drawn, then equal size training
and calibration data sets are drawn, but with a
small fixed overlap of shared data. This exper-
iment tests the effects of training/calibration
overlap, given different development data set
size.

C. This scenario considers the case of a limited
fixed development data set, a fixed test set size
and varying overlap between training and cal-

ibration set partitions from 0% up to 100%.

This tests the case when available data is fully

used but the overlap is varied.

Each experiment requires a random split of the
data into partitions. To account for the random
perturbation, the experiments are run 200 times
each and aggregate results are reported. Each
experiment are run across a range of confidence
levels with an emphasis on high confidence lev-
els since these are the ones that would be used
in a real world setting. Confidence levels used are
0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 0.9, 0.95, 0.975 and 0.99. Since
the experiments involve a large number of results,
they are conducted on only one data set “Cov-
type” described in Section 3.1. This data set is
selected since it is a publicly available multi-class
problem which presents a sufficient challenge to
ICP (see Bellotti (2021)) that the data partition
will give a perceivable effect.

ICP is typically set up as a wrapper algorithm
for an underlying machine learning algorithm. In
this study, the exact choice of the underlying algo-
rithm is not particularly important, since we are
focusing on the behaviour of the ICP. The arti-
ficial neural network (ANN) is used since this is
a popular and topical algorithm in the machine
learning community.

In the following sections, the methodology
for this study is given including ICP and ANN,

followed by experimental results and conclusions.



2 Methodology

2.1 Inductive Conformal Predictors

We set up the ICP framework following Vovk et al

(2005).
® Let zq,---,2, be a sequence of n examples
zj = (xj,y;) from an exchangeable distri-

bution, where x; is a vector of m predictor
variables ; € R™ and label y; € Y for some
set of labels Y.
® Let 1 to k index the training data set and
k+1 to [ index a calibration set, and [+ 1 to
n index a test data set, for 1 < k <[ <n.
e A conformity measure (CM) is any function
Alz) = A(z1,- -+ , 25, 2)
such that A is  exchangeable: ie
A(z1, 28, 2) = A(Zr(1), -+ 5 Zr(k), 2) Tor
all permutations 7 of 1,--- | k.
® Let a;j = A(z;) denote the conformity score
for example j.
® Let ¢ be a preset significance level, so 1 —¢ is
the confidence level for predictions.
The CM is intended to measure how typical
an example z is, with respect to the training
sequence. We typically consider a CM to have the
form A(z) = AP(f, z) for some vector of param-
eters 6 = M(z1,--- ,z) where M is intended to
be a model structure within which 8 are estimated

based on data z1,--- , 2. For example, M can be

an ANN with 6 being the vector of weights in the
network.

The ICP is defined as the prediction algorithm
that gives the prediction set at significance level €
for a new example x, based on the calibration set

of examples k+ 1 to [ as

JEY Y I[A(@,) > a)] +1
>el—k+1)

Iré(x) =

)
where I is the indicator function. Notice that the
prediction set is correct if it contains the true label
y corresponding to x; i.e. y € I'°(x). Assuming
only that the calibration data set and any new
test data sets are exchangeable, ICP predictions

on the new data are guaranteed to be valid:

P(y; eI*(z;)) > 1—¢ (2)

for any new test example j € {{+1,--- ,n} as is
proved by Vovk et al (2005). Indeed, for practical
purposes, so long as the CM does not generate
ties (i.e. examples with the same CM value), then

exact validity is achieved:

P(y; e I*(z;)) =1—e. (3)

This is the setting we will use in this study.
When the label set Y is finite, this is ICP
for classification. When Y = R, this is ICP for

regression problems. There are many different



CMs that can be used, depending on the type of
problem and underlying model M. For regression,
the normalized non-conformity measure is popu-
lar (Papadopoulos et al, 2002). In this study, we
apply ICP in a classification setting and hence
use a similarity metric between classifier predic-
tion and outcome. We use CM of an example
input x; as the conditional probability given by
the above-mentioned model M given the sequence

21y 5 Rk

A(:Bj7y) = A(Zla Ty Rk (m_]?y)) = PM(ylmj)
(4)
Hence, the conformity score for example j in the

calibration set is given by

a; = A(z;) = Pur(yjlz;) (5)

In this study, we allow a modification of this set-
ting by allowing training and calibration sets to
overlap, so in Equation (1), the index on the sum
is changed to j = ¢ to [ for some ¢ < k. The
consequence of this is that the validity results in
(2) and (3) is no longer guaranteed. Indeed, this
modification introduces a form of overfitting since
the conformity score of an example in the overlap
is dependent on training which uses itself hence
introducing a bias. In such a case, we expect the
distribution of conformity scores for overlapping
examples to be calculated as higher than those

when there is no overlap. This is demonstrated

as an experimental result in Section 3.5. Never-
theless, when developing ICP with limited data
it is tempting to reuse data in this way, suppos-
ing that ICP is robust to some extent, perhaps for
small overlap. In the experiments that follow, this

speculation is tested.

2.2 Artificial Neural Network

The underlying machine learning algorithm cho-
sen for these experiments is the artificial neural
network (ANN), due to its underlying flexibility
and its popularity within the machine learning
community. The unit component of ANN is the
neuron. Mathematically, this is a weighed sum of
all input values with bias and a predefined acti-
vation function to emulate the biological neuron,
i.e., it implements the function y = o (w - & +b),
where x is the vector of inputs to the neuron, w
is the weight vector, b is a bias, o is the acti-
vation function, and y is the output (Mitchell,
1997). ANN is a collection of interconnected neu-
rons, normally given as a series of layers from ANN
inputs to outputs. An example is shown in Figure
1. This example has one hidden layer, but multiple
hidden layers are possible.

For prediction, signals are propagated feed-
forward from inputs through to outputs, via the
neurons. All the weights and biases are trained
using the back-propagation algorithm (Mitchell,

1997). This approach traverses the network from



Qutput layer

Hidden layer

Input layer

Fig. 1: An example multilayer ANN with 1 hidden
layer of 5 neurons (Zhang et al, 2021)

the output layer back to the input layer using
gradient descent to optimize its training objective.

For multi-class classification tasks, the output
layer of ANN is conventionally composed of ¢ neu-
rons where ¢ is the number of labels in the set
Y. For this study, we use a probabilistic ANN, so
output nodes output probabilities, and hence CM
given in Equations (4) and (5) can be used, and
the CM parameters 6 are all the weights and biases

in the ANN.

2.3 Performance metrics

We consider measuring performance across
repeated experiments i = 1 to 200. For ICP, there
are two types of performance measure.

The first is coverage probability which tells us
the proportion of examples for which the true label
is in the prediction set. On the test set this is

1 ; I(y; € I (x; 6
G = nj;H (y; € I*(x;)) (6)
If the ICP is valid this should be as close to

the confidence level as possible, therefore two

measures are derived:
bz’ =C; — (1 — 6)

denotes the bias between measured coverage and

confidence level, and
di = |bi]

is the absolute diff erence or error. Hence, if ICP is
valid, we expect d; ~ 0 and the greater the value
of d; the greater the deviation from validity (3).
If the ICP is not valid, the bias b; measures the
average direction of the error: if b; < 0 then the
coverage is lower than required and expected by
the validity result (3).

The second performance measure relates to the
usefulness, or efficiency, of the predictions. Typ-
ically, the smaller the prediction sets the more
precise the prediction is. Hence a suitable mea-
sure of inefficiency is the mean size, or width, of

prediction sets on the test set:

1 n
wi=> 3 () (7)
j=l+1
The larger w; is, the less efficient the predic-
tion sets are. Hence, the ICP performs best with
smaller values of w;. This measure corresponds to

the N criterion given in Vovk et al (2016).



Since each experiment is run 200 times (i = 1
to 200), these measures are aggregated: mean val-
ues are given, along with empirical 95% confidence
intervals, assuming a normal distribution. The
aggregate of d; is called diff, the aggregate of b; is
bias and the aggregate of w; is width.

The potential for ICP to overfit when the cal-
ibration data set overlaps with the training set
is explored in Experiment C, where the distribu-
tions of conformity scores of non-overlapping and

overlapping data sets are provided.

3 Experimental set-up and

results

The data set is described here, followed by details

of experiments with results.

3.1 Cover Type Data Set

This study is performed on the “Covtype” data
set which is available from UCI Machine Learn-
ing repository (Frank and Asuncion, 2010) and
is chosen since the data set has sufficient exam-
ples for our study and the classification problem
under ICP is not straightforward (Bellotti, 2021)
and so should show performance changes for our
various experiments. Fach example in the data is
a small area (30m x 30m) of a forest represented
by 12 attributes, including position, slope, eleva-

tion, lighting and soil type. Two of the attributes

are coded as multiple binary variables thus giv-
ing a total of 54 predictor variables after one-hot
encoding is applied. There are 7 class labels which
are the primary major tree species growing in that
area.

There is high imbalance between the labels
in this data set, but since we do not want to
explore ICP under class imbalance for this particu-
lar study, and factor this out of these experiments,
by randomly undersampling to ensure an equal
number of each class label. This gives 2747 exam-
ples for each class label, which is a total of 19229

examples.

3.2 Artificial Neural Network

In this study, we design the ANN with multilayer
perceptrons (MLP). We include one MLP with
two hidden layers of 108 and 12 neurons, and 7
neurons in the output layer representing the class
labels of the prediction. The number of neurons
in the first hidden layer is double the number
of predictor variables. Stochastic gradient descent
(SGD) is used as the optimizer, and the activation
function is ReLLU at hidden layers and sigmoid at

the output layer to allow probabilistic predictions.

3.3 Experiment A

In experiment A, a randomly selected fixed test
set of 5329 examples was first taken. This is a
good size test set, whilst leaving 13900 examples

for training and calibration sets which we found



was a good number to achieve the best perfor-
mance and reduce overfitting when training ANN,
based on the learning curve. The remainder was
split into training and calibration set with no over-
lap. Hence, the training set has size k& from 500
to 13400 and the calibration set has 13900 — k
examples.

Figure 3 shows results. Generally they do not
show deviation from validity (diff is close to zero)
and are unbiased, as we would expect. There is
some suggestion of small downward bias around
training set size = 6000 for confidence levels 0.2
and 0.9, but this is not clear since the upper bound
on the 95% confidence interval is very close to zero.

When the calibration data set becomes small
(< 2000), the bias becomes more unstable, with
large confidence intervals, although on average,
the ICP remains valid (diff close to zero).

The right graphs (width) are analogous to a
learning curve. As the training data set becomes
larger, predictive efficiency improves (i.e. w; gets
smaller on average). Interestingly, however, the
efficiency becomes unstable when the calibration
set is too small (< 1000), because the granularity
of the «a;’s becomes too low.

At low confidence level, predictive efficiency
stabilizes at around 6000 to 8000 training obser-
vations, suggesting that is all that is required to
achieve low confidence levels. However, for higher
confidence levels, the efficiency converges in per-

formance at about 12,000 training observations.

3.4 Experiment B

In experiment B, as with the previous experiment,
a randomly selected fixed test set of 5329 examples
was first taken. But then a training and calibration
set of equal size was drawn randomly from 250 to
6500 examples, with an overlap of 250 examples
between them. All other examples are discarded.

Results are given in Figure 4. Since there is
an overlap between training and calibration set,
we would expect to observe some negative bias
in the accuracy due to overfitting. However, this
is generally not evident, since bias=0 is typically
within the 95% confidence intervals. Only for com-
bined sample size around 4000 (i.e. 2000 examples
in training and calibration sets, with 250 overlap)
for low confidence level (< 0.4), there is some evi-
dence of negative bias. This is because, on the
one hand, with smaller training and calibration set
sizes, model performance for high confidence lev-
els is so poor that a significant difference in bias is
not observable, and, on the other hand, with larger
overall sample sizes, the relative size of the overlap
is too small to impact the measurable deviation
from validity.

Lower sizes of training and calibration sets
leads to larger width. This is to be expected since
smaller training set sizes will lead to more ineffi-
cient prediction sets. However, it is noticed that
good results can be achieved at relatively small

number of around 2000 examples.



3.5 Experiment C

In experiment C, as with both previous experi-
ments, a randomly selected fixed test set of 5329
examples was first taken. Then we consider a
fixed number of 2000 examples to construct train-
ing and calibration set. This is deliberately small
to simulate the case when the developer may be
tempted to share examples between training and
calibration sets, and to test how robust ICP is
to such an action. Therefore, the procedure to
construct training and calibration is to first ran-
domly select s examples, from s = 0 to 2000 which
will be used in both training and calibration sets.
The remaining 2000 — s examples are randomly
allocated to training and calibration sets in equal
number. This means that training and calibration
data will be the same size with s+ (2000 —s)/2 =
1000 + s/2 examples each. Notice that the two
extremes, s = 0 and s = 2000 express no overlap
and total overlap respectively.

Figure 5 shows results. Predictive efficiency
improves quickly with overlap between training
and calibration data sets. However, negative bias
also emerges very quickly when there is an overlap,
even when rather small (250 examples). Negative
bias means that coverage probability on the test
set is less than confidence level. This happens
because the calibration set overfits to the ANN

constructed using the training data, in terms of

low conformity scores. This aligns with the discus-
sion given in Section 2.1. For the test set, which
is independent of the training set, this will gen-
erate more efficient prediction sets but such that
their coverage is not as high as would emerge from
the overfitting calibration set. Curiously the bias
is not evident until larger overlap sizes when con-
fidence level is high; e.g. the bias becomes evident
for overlaps of more than 750 examples when con-
fidence level is 0.99. This suggests that ICP is
more robust to training/calibration set overlap at
higher confidence levels.

To explore the overfitting phenomenon, we
compare conformity scores (alphas) for calibration
sets with different size of overlap. For each run
of Experiment C, the mean conformity score in
the calibration set is computed, then the mean
and standard deviation of mean conformity score
across all 200 runs are computed and shown in
Figure 2 as mean with 95% confidence interval
(£2 s.d.). This graph shows that conformity scores
in the calibration set become higher (i.e. increas-
ing mean) with greater overlap. This is a natural
consequence since overlapping examples in the cal-
ibration set will be conformal with themselves as
they occur in the training set. This indicates a
type of overfit peculiar to ICP. Given the test set
remains the same, it will lead to smaller prediction
sets in the test set as a consequence of generally

higher thresholds «; for a label to appear in the



prediction set as indicated in Equation (1). On the
other hand, this will then lead to lower coverage
and invalid predictions; i.e. we expect that cover-
age probability will be less than confidence level.
This outcome is evident in the results presented

in Figure 5.

0.80 0.80
| |

Mean alpha (conformity score)
070
!

I I I I I
0 500 1000 1500 2000

Size of Qverlap

Fig. 2: Mean conformity score for each overlap
size with 95% confidence interval in Experiment

C.

4 Conclusion

This study explores how data can be divided into
training and calibration sets for ICP, when data
is limited. In particular, the possibility of overlap-
ping training and calibration sets was explored.
The following two key conclusions are drawn from
the experiments.
1. It may be possible to have a rather small cal-
ibration set (in our experiment, say, 2000 out
of 13900) in order to maximize predictive effi-

ciency, but it is important to be careful not

10

to make calibration set too small, since this
will lead to high variance of empirical validity
and predictive efficiency, especially at higher
confidence levels.

2. Our results suggests if the source data set is
small, then introducing even a small amount
of overlap between training and calibration
data sets will lead to an invalid ICP and neg-
ative bias to validity. This lack of robustness
suggests that developers should be careful
when introducing an overlap, even if it yields
improved predictive efficiency. With larger
initial source data, a small overlap of training
and calibration data will not give noticeable
deviation from validity (bias), but then the
overlap is too small to impact and improve
the model in terms of predictive efficiency.
Alternatively, our results also suggest that
ICP may be more robust to training/calibra-
tion data set overlap with higher confidence
levels. This is a useful insight for practitioners
who wish to build reliable and safety critical
applications with high confidence levels.

These results will be of value to academics and
practitioners planning to implement ICP with lim-
ited data. For future work, similar experimental
work can be conducted with ICP specifically in the
context of imbalanced multi-class problems, and

for regression problems.
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Fig. 3: Experiment A: diff (left), bias (middle), width (right) for different training set size (horizontal
axes) and confidence levels, with 95% confidence intervals.
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Fig. 4: Experiment B: diff (left), bias (middle), width (right) for different combined calibration and
training set size (horizontal axes) and confidence levels, with 95% confidence intervals.
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Fig. 5: Experiment C: diff (left), bias (middle), width (right) for different training set size (horizontal
axes) and confidence levels, with 95% confidence intervals.
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