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Abstract

Conformal prediction is a powerful framework for constructing prediction sets with valid coverage
guarantees in multi-class classification. However, existing methods often rely on a single score function,
which can limit their efficiency and informativeness. We propose a novel approach that combines
multiple score functions to improve the performance of conformal predictors by identifying optimal
weights that minimize prediction set size. Our theoretical analysis establishes a connection between
the weighted score functions and subgraph classes of functions studied in Vapnik-Chervonenkis
theory, providing a rigorous mathematical basis for understanding the effectiveness of the proposed
method. Experiments demonstrate that our approach consistently outperforms single-score conformal
predictors while maintaining valid coverage, offering a principled and data-driven way to enhance the
efficiency and practicality of conformal prediction in classification tasks.

1 Introduction

In the era of data-driven decision-making, the ability to quantify uncertainty in machine learning
predictions is becoming increasingly important, particularly in high-stakes applications such as medical
criminal justice (Berk et al., 2021) and diagnostics (Angelopoulos et al., 2024). While most machine
learning methods focus on providing point predictions, supplementing these predictions with valid
uncertainty estimates in the form of prediction sets or intervals, is crucial for responsible decision-making.

Conformal prediction (Vovk et al., 2005; Manokhin, 2022) is a powerful framework that provides
valid prediction sets with finite-sample coverage guarantees, regardless of the true underlying distribution
(Angelopoulos et al., 2023). The key idea is to construct a prediction set for a new test point based
on training data, such that the probability of the true label being contained in the prediction set is at
least 1− α. This coverage guarantee holds irrespective of the point prediction algorithm used, making
conformal prediction a versatile tool for quantifying uncertainty in machine learning predictions.

Central to conformal prediction is the concept of score functions, which quantify the conformity of a
data point to the underlying distribution. In the split conformal prediction framework (Papadopoulos
et al., 2002; Lei & Wasserman, 2014; Vovk et al., 2018), the training data is divided into a proper training
set and a calibration set. The point prediction algorithm is trained on the proper training set, while the
score function is evaluated on the calibration set. The conformal prediction set is then constructed by
including all points whose score falls below a certain quantile of the calibration scores, with the quantile
determined by the desired coverage level 1− α.

The choice of score function plays a crucial role in determining the efficiency of the resulting prediction
sets, with well-chosen score functions leading to more informative and precise predictions. The flexibility
in choosing score functions allows conformal prediction to adapt to the specific characteristics of the data
and the underlying distribution. This is an active area of research in conformal prediction, with ongoing
efforts to develop score functions that yield the most informative and efficient prediction sets for a given
problem setting, including regression (Papadopoulos et al., 2008, 2011; Romano et al., 2019; Kivaranovic
et al., 2020; Guan, 2023; Colombo, 2023, 2024) and classification (Sadinle et al., 2019; Romano et al.,
2020; Angelopoulos et al., 2021; Huang et al., 2024; Luo & Zhou, 2024). Despite the dependence of
prediction set efficiency on the choice of score function and the performance of the underlying point
prediction algorithm, the coverage guarantee of conformal prediction remains intact, making it a robust
tool for providing reliable uncertainty estimates in machine learning predictions.

In this work, we propose a novel approach to optimize a linear combination of conformity scores
using efficiency as the objective function. Our goal is to search for optimal weights for such linear
combinations, enabling us to fully utilize the advantages of existing score functions. While our approach

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
7.

10
23

0v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

L
] 

 1
4 

Ju
l 2

02
4



shares similarities with Izbicki et al. (2019) and Yang & Kuchibhotla (2024), which discuss the construction
of the smallest prediction set using kernel density estimators and families of machine learning algorithms,
respectively, our method distinguishes itself in three key aspects:

1. First, our approach emphasizes finding an optimal combination of score functions, which is more
practical in the current landscape of numerous high-quality and diverse score functions, rather than
focusing on training multiple algorithms. By leveraging the strengths of existing score functions, we
aim to improve the efficiency of conformal prediction while maintaining its coverage guarantees.

2. Second, we investigate and categorize major data split strategies for determining optimal weights
for combining score functions. These strategies include Validity First Conformal Prediction (VFCP)
and Efficiency First Conformal Prediction (EFCP) (Yang & Kuchibhotla, 2024), Data Leakage
Conformal Prediction (DLCP), and its variant that utilizes all available data (DLCP+). We establish
the coverage property for VFCP and quantify the coverage gap for the other three strategies, along
with their corresponding efficiency improvements.

3. Third, our method distinguishes itself from selection methods that focus on identifying the single
best-performing score function. By aggregating multiple score functions through an optimally
chosen weight, our approach can achieve performance levels that surpass those of any individual
score function. This ability to harness the collective strengths of multiple score functions sets our
method apart and enables it to provide more efficient and informative prediction sets.

Our weighted aggregation approach addresses the challenge of constructing efficient and valid prediction
sets in multi-class classification by learning optimal weights for combining different score functions using
various data split procedure. This allows for adaptation to the specific characteristics of the dataset and
potentially outperforms methods relying on a single score function. We provide a theoretical analysis of
our approach, establishing finite-sample guarantees for coverage and width and deriving oracle inequalities
to quantify its performance relative to an “optimal” aggregation. Through extensive experiments, we
demonstrate the superior performance of our weighted aggregation approach compared to single-score
methods, highlighting its potential for improving the efficiency of conformal prediction in classification
tasks.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we present our weighted aggregation approach
and the various data split strategies. Section 3 contains our theoretical analysis, establishing coverage
guarantees and deriving the expected prediction set sizes. In Section 4, we discuss our experimental
results, demonstrating the effectiveness of our approach. Related works are presented in Section 5. Finally,
we conclude the paper in Section 6 and discuss future research directions.

2 Weighted Aggregation of Score Functions

2.1 Basic Conformal Prediction for Classification

We start by assuming that a classification algorithm provides p̂y(x), which approximates P (Y = y|X = x).
While our method and theoretical analysis do not depend on the accuracy of this approximation, it is
beneficial to assume that higher values of p̂y(x) indicate a greater likelihood of sample x having label
y. We consider this training procedure to be performed on a separate dataset, ensuring that p̂(y|x) is
independent of the dataset used in this paper.

Let us first consider a single non-conformity score function s(x, y). This function is defined such
that higher values of s(x, y) indicate a higher priority of believing x has label y. A common choice for
the non-conformity score is s(x, y) = p̂y(x) Sadinle et al. (2019). In this context, conformal prediction
for classification problems can be described by the following algorithm. To summarize, we first find a
threshold in a set of labeled data, so that s(xi, yi) ≥ Q1−α holds for at least 1− α proportion in the set
Itrain. Then we use this threshold to define the prediction set for xi in the test set, which is the upper
level set of the function y 7→ s(xi, y).

This algorithm constructs prediction sets “C1−α(xi) for each i ∈ Itest, based on the non-conformity
scores and a threshold determined by the desired coverage probability 1− α. The algorithm splits the
training data into two subsets: I1 for calculating the non-conformity scores, and I2 for calibration. The
threshold Q1−α is chosen to ensure the desired coverage probability.

A key property of this method is that, under the assumption of exchangeability of the data points
(a weaker assumption than i.i.d.), it guarantees that the resulting prediction sets will contain the true
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Algorithm 1 Split Conformal Prediction

Input: Data {(xi, yi)}i∈Itrain
, {xi}i∈Itest

, pre-determined coverage probability 1− α

Output: A prediction set “Cα(xi), i ∈ Itest
1: Randomly split Itrain into I1 and I2.
2: Train a model p̂(x) on {(xi, yi)}i∈I1

.
3: Q1−α ← ⌈(1 + |I2|)(1− α)⌉-th smallest non-conformity score s(xi, yi) for i ∈ I2.
4: “C1−α(xi, Q1−α)← {y ∈ [K] : s(xi, y) ≥ Q1−α} for i ∈ Itest.

label with probability at least 1− α. This property holds regardless of the accuracy of the underlying
classification algorithm, making conformal prediction a powerful tool for uncertainty quantification.

2.2 Example of Score Functions for Classifications

In the context of conformal prediction, the choice of score function s(x, y) is crucial as it directly impacts
the resulting prediction sets. These score functions serve as non-conformity measures, quantifying how
well a label fits a given input. Let K denote the number of classes in our classification problem.

Various score functions have been proposed and their effectiveness demonstrated through extensive
experimentation on diverse datasets. Three typical choices of score functions are:

1. Threshold (THR) (Sadinle et al., 2019): s1(x, y) = p̂y(x).

2. Adaptive Prediction Sets (APS) (Romano et al., 2020): s2(x, y) =
∑

y′∈[K] p̂y′(x)1{p̂y′(x) ≤ p̂y(x)}.

3. Rank-based (RANK) (Luo & Zhou, 2024): s3(x, y) = |{y′ ∈ [K] : p̂y′(x) < p̂y(x)}|.

We can easily plug the APS and RANK score functions into Algorithm 1 to create prediction sets.
While the original publications introducing these score functions presented additional complexities to
guarantee precise 1−α expected coverage, these adjustments do not significantly impact the presentation
of our proposed approach and are therefore omitted for clarity. The reasoning behind these scores will not
affect how we combine them or our theoretical analysis. In the following sections, we will demonstrate how
these score functions can be effectively utilized in our proposed approach without the need for additional
complexity to ensure exact coverage. A detailed introduction and discussion of these score functions,
along with their adjustments, will be provided in Section 4.

2.3 Aggregation of Score Functions

In Yang & Kuchibhotla (2024), the authors propose aggregating score functions for conformal prediction.
Their approach selects the score function that yields the smallest average prediction set size among the
available score functions. They also introduce two data splitting methods: Efficiency First Conformal
Prediction (EFCP) and Validity First Conformal Prediction (VFCP).

Given a vector of score functions s(x, y) = (s1(x, y), . . . , sd(x, y))
⊤, instead of simply choosing the

score that provides the smallest prediction set on a calibration set, we propose assigning weights to the
scores and defining a new weighted score function:

⟨w, s(x, y)⟩ =
d∑

j=1

wjsj(x, y). (1)

By leveraging different scores to create a completely new score function, we expect the weighted score to
outperform any individual score. This approach allows for more flexibility in combining the strengths of
various score functions, potentially leading to improved prediction set efficiency.

2.4 Algorithm for Determining the Weight and the Threshold

In this section, we present a detailed procedure for determining the optimal weight vector w in the
context of the weighted score approach introduced in Eq. (1). This procedure extends Algorithm 1 by
incorporating an additional step to minimize the expected size of the prediction set. The following steps
outline the process:
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1. Extract I1, I2, and I3 from the dataset. In the meta version of the algorithm, these sets can be
arbitrary, provided they are sufficiently large. However, for clarity and ease of understanding for
first-time readers, it is helpful to assume that I1 = I2 and that I1 and I3 are partitions of Itrain.

2. Define a finite subset W ⊆ Rd for candidates of w. Theoretically, W can be an arbitrary subset of
Rd. Given that the scores are all non-conformity scores, it is sometimes desirable for the weights to
be non-negative. In this case, letting W be the grid of the simplex ∆(d) ⊆ Rd is a typical choice.
The compactness of ∆(d) can make the algorithm computationally feasible.

3. Estimate the threshold for every w ∈ W on I1. In the set I1, calculate the threshold for every
w ∈ W:

Q
(1)
1−α(w) = ⌈(1 + |I1|)(1− α)⌉-th smallest value of {⟨w, s(xi, yi)⟩ : i ∈ I1}. (2)

This corresponds to Step 3 in Algorithm 1.

4. Determine the prediction set for data in I2. For a given w and threshold Q
(1)
1−α(w), define the

prediction set for each sample xi, i ∈ I2 as:“C1−α(xi,w, Q
(1)
1−α(w)) = {y ∈ [K] : ⟨w, s(xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q

(1)
1−α(w)} for i ∈ I2. (3)

This corresponds to Step 4 in Algorithm 1. However, we are not done yet, since these are the
prediction sets for all w ∈ W, and our goal is to minimize the prediction set size. This intuitively
leads to the next step.

5. Find the optimal weight vector “w that minimizes the average prediction set size:“w ∈ arg min
w∈W

∑
i∈I2

|“C1−α(xi,w, Q
(1)
1−α(w))|. (4)

6. If I3 ̸= I1, then I3 is treated as the calibration set in Step 3 in Algorithm 1, and we obtain:

Q
(2)
1−α = ⌈(1 + |I3|)(1− α)⌉-th smallest value of {⟨“w, s(xi, yi)⟩ : i ∈ I3}. (5)

If I1 and I3 are disjoint, “w and Q
(2)
1−α are independent. If I1 = I3, then this quantile has been

computed in Eq. (2), i.e., Q
(2)
1−α = Q

(1)
1−α(“w).

7. The final output is the confidence set:“C1−α(xi, “w, Q
(2)
1−α) = {y ∈ [K] : ⟨“w, s(xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q

(2)
1−α} for i ∈ Itest. (6)

The following two key observations of this procedure:

(a) Once the optimal weight vector “w has been determined, the subsequent steps of the calibration
procedure, as described in Eq. (5), and the construction of the prediction set, as outlined in Eq. (6),
are identical to Step 3 and Step 4 of Algorithm 1. The additional steps preceding these are designed
to identify an appropriate weight vector w that optimizes the performance of the algorithm.

(b) The operation in Eq. (2) and Eq. (5) are the steps for finding quantiles, and Eq. (3) and Eq. (6) are
the steps for defining prediction sets. For finding the quantiles, we need the labels of the samples,
while for defining the prediction set, only the feature x of the sample is required. In other words, it
is possible to include the test set in Eq. (3) and Eq. (6).

In the following algorithm, we present a formalized version of the procedure outlined above.
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Algorithm 2 Optimal Weight Selection and Prediction Set Construction

Input: {(xi, yi)}i∈Itrain
: Labeled training data;

{xi}i∈Itest : Unlabeled test data;
α ∈ (0, 1): Pre-defined significance level;
W ⊆ Rd: Set of possible weight vectors, where d is the number of score functions.

Output:
(
C1−α(Xi)

)
i∈Itest

: Sequence of prediction sets for test data with anticipated 1− α coverage
1: Decide I1 ⊆ Itrain, I2 ⊆ Itrain ∪ Itest, and I3 ⊆ Itrain for Step 1, 2, and 3, respectively
2: Step 1: Grid Search over Weights
3: for w ∈ W do
4: Q

(1)
1−α(w)← Calibration(w, I1, α).

5: end for
6: Step 2: Optimal Weight Selection
7: for w ∈ W do
8:

(“C1−α(xi;w, Q
(1)
1−α(w))

)
i∈I2
← Evaluation(w, I2, Q(1)

1−α(w)).

9: Compute average prediction set size S(w) = 1
|I2|

∑
i∈I2
|“C1−α(xi;w, Q

(1)
1−α(w)

)
|.

10: end for
11: “w ← argminw∈W S(w).
12: Step 3: Test-time Prediction Set Construction

13: Q
(2)
1−α ← Calibration(“w, I3, α).

14:
(“C1−α(xi, “w, Q

(2)
1−α)

)
i∈Itest

← Evaluation(“w, Itest, I3).
15: return

(“C1−α(xi, “w, Q
(2)
1−α)

)
i∈Itest

Function 1 Calibration

1: function Calibration(w, I ⊆ Itrain, α)
2: for i ∈ Icalib do
3: Compute score ⟨w, s(xi, yi)⟩ using w and (xi, yi).
4: end for
5: Q1−α ← ⌈(1 + |I|)(1− α)⌉-th smallest score ⟨w, s(xi, yi)⟩ using w and (xi, yi).
6: return Q1−α.
7: end function

Function 2 Evaluation

1: function Evaluation(w, I ⊆ Itrain ∪ Itest, Q1−α)
2: for i ∈ I do
3: for y ∈ [K] do
4: Compute non-conformity score ⟨w, s(xi, y)⟩ using w and (xi, y)
5: end for
6: “C1−α(xi)← {y ∈ [K] : ⟨w, s(xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α}
7: end for
8: return

(“C1−α(xi)
)
i∈I

9: end function

For I1, I2, I3 and Itest, we present an overview of the data split framework in Figure 1. For what
follows, we introduce the following four choices.

(a) For Validity First Conformal Prediction (VFCP) (Yang & Kuchibhotla, 2024), I1 = I2 ⊆ Itrain,
and I3 = Itrain \ I1. This method divides Itrain into two partitions, using less data to determine “w.
However, the marginal coverage probability is guaranteed to be at least 1−α under the assumption
of exchangeability of samples in I3 and Itest. The name “validity first” comes from this fact.

(b) For Efficiency First Conformal Prediction (EFCP) (Yang & Kuchibhotla, 2024), I1 = I2 = I3 =
Itrain. This method uses all training data to determine “w, resulting in a more accurate estimation
of the optimal w. However, stronger assumptions are required for the coverage guarantee. The
name “efficiency first” comes from this fact.
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(c) For Data Leakage Conformal Prediction (DLCP), I1 = I3 = Itrain, and I2 = Itest. Since I2 can
be unlabeled data, we can minimize the prediction set on Itest in the step of finding “w in Eq. (4)
by letting I2 = Itest. We call this a “data leakage” method because we use the test data in the
training procedure of “w.

(d) For another version of Data Leakage Conformal Prediction (DLCP+), I1 = I3 = Itrain and
I2 = Itrain ∪ Itest. If data leakage is allowed, then using the same idea as EFCP, we can use all
available data in each step. Therefore, we can include Itest in I2 to maximize the size of samples in
the step of finding “w in Eq. (4).

{(xi, yi)}i∈Itrain
{(xi, yi)}i∈I3

{(xi, yi)}i∈I1 {(xi, yi)}i∈I2

Q
(1)
1−α(w) by Eq. (2)

(“C1−α(xi,w, Q
(1)
1−α(w))

)
i∈I2

by Eq. (3)“w by Eq. (4) Q
(2)
1−α by Eq. (5)

{xi}i∈Itest

Ä“C1−α(xi, “w, Q
(2)
1−α)
ä
i∈Itest

by Eq. (6)

Figure 1: This example shows an overall framework of data splitting for I1, I2, I3 and Itest. The complete
procedure is presented in Algorithm 2. Shortly speaking, I1 and I2 are used in Step 1 and 2 to select
optimal weight “w, I3 is used in Step 3 as calibration set to construct prediction sets for Itest. Under this
framework, we illustrate four options, VFCP, EFCP, DLCP, and DLCP+, and discuss their coverage and
size property in Section 3 as well as empirical results in Section 4.

3 Theoretical Analysis

The theoretical analysis of our method are based on the subgraph classes in Vapnik–Chervonenkis (VC)
theory. This theoretical details and the proofs of lemma and theorems will be left in Section A and B in
the Appendix. In this section, we will present the key result for our proposed algorithm. The output of
the algorithm analyzed in two aspect:

1. Can the prediction set achieve 1− α coverage?

2. Can the prediction set achieve the minimal size? The minimal size will be defined as below.

w∗ is defined as the population level of “w.

w∗ = arg min
w∈W

E[|“C1−α(X,w, q)|] s.t. P(Y ∈ “C1−α(X,w, q)) ≥ 1− α.

Equivalently, we can define

Q1−α(w) = sup{q ∈ R : P (Y ∈ “C1−α(X,w, q)) ≥ 1− α},

and using this definition, we define

w∗ = arg min
w∈W

E[|“C1−α(X,w, Q1−α(w)|]

Let us define q∗ = Q1−α(w
∗). Since w∗ and q∗ are deterministic once α and the true distribution are

given, We can briefly denote the optimal prediction set for x by“C∗
1−α(x) := “C1−α(x,w

∗, q∗).
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From a theoretical perspective, the expected size of the prediction set (at the population level) obtained
using “w cannot be smaller than the one provided by w∗. In the subsequent analysis, we will investigate
the difference between the prediction set sizes yielded by “w and w∗. To facilitate this analysis, we will
introduce and rely on the following events. We define

Ω(I, η) = sup
w∈Rd,q∈R

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

|I|
∑
i∈I

1{⟨w, s(Xi, Yi)⟩ ≥ q} − E[1{⟨w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ q}]
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ η (7)

and

Γ(I, ξ) = sup
w∈Rd,q∈R

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

|I|
∑
i∈I

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w, s(Xi, y)⟩ ≥ q} − E[1{⟨w, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ q}]

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ξ. (8)

Ω(I, η) is about the uniform concentration of the coverage, and Γ(I, ξ) is about the uniform concentration

of the prediction set size. This is because by the definition of “C1−α in Eq. (2) or Eq. (5),

1{⟨w, s(x, y)⟩ ≥ q} = 1
{
y ∈ “C1−α(x,w, q)

}
and

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w, s(x, y)⟩ ≥ q} =
∣∣“C1−α(x,w, q)

∣∣.
The following lemma shows that these two events hold with high probability.

Lemma 1. Suppose the samples in I are i.i.d., then

P
Ç
Ω

Ç
I, 8
 

(d+ 1) log(|I|+ 1)

|I|
+ δ

åå
≥ 1− exp

Å
−|I|δ

2

2

ã
. (9)

and

P
Ç
Γ

Ç
I, 8K

 
(d+ 1) log(|I|+ 1)

|I|
+Kδ

åå
≥ 1− exp

Å
−|I|δ

2

2

ã
. (10)

This lemma says that Ω(I, η) and Γ(I, ξ) hold with high probability if η, ξ ≳
√

d log |I|
|I| . Now we are

ready to introduce the statistical guarantees of the methods.

3.1 Consistency of VFCP

The statistical guarantees of VFCP requires a few additional assumptions, e.g., the continuity between
the quantile and the prediction set. To get rid off such assumptions and present the result in a neater
way, we will only prove a modified version of VFCP. We will change α in Eq. (2) to a slightly smaller α′.
The condition for α′ will be specified in the theorem.

Theorem 1. Let “CVFCP
1−α (x) be the output of Algorithm 2 with the setting of VFCP, and modified as

mention above. Suppose the samples in {(Xi, Yi)}i∈I3∪Itest
are exchangeable, then for (X,Y ) in the test

set, the coverage probability

P
Ä
Y ∈ “CVFCP

1−α (X) | “wä ≥ 1− α.

Moreover, if Ω(I1, η1),Ω(I3, η3) and Γ(I2, ξ2) are satisfied, and α′ + η1 + η3 ≤ α, then for any X in the
test set,

E
î∣∣“CVFCP

1−α (X)
∣∣ | “w, “Q1−α(“w, I3)

ó
≤ E
î∣∣“C∗

1−α1
(X)

∣∣ó+ 2ξ2,

where 1− α1 = 1
|I3|⌈(1 + |I3|)(1− α′)⌉ − η3.

In the setting of EFCP, I1 = I2. To emphasize their roles in the algorithm, we use different notation
in the theorem. “w and “Q1−α(“w, I3) depend on the dataset Itrain. As long as Ω(I1, η1),Ω(I3, η3) and
Γ(I2, ξ2) are satisfied, then the coverage and the expected prediction set size satisfies the inequalities in
the theorem.
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3.2 Consistency of EFCP

In the setting of EFCP, I1 = I2 = I3 = Itrain. We denote this set by Itrain.

Theorem 2. Let “CEFCP
1−α (x, “w) be the output of Algorithm 2 with the setting of EFCP. Suppose the data

in Itrain and Itest are independent and Ω(Itrain, ηtrain) is satisfied. Then for (X,Y ) in the test set, the
coverage probability

P
Ä
Y ∈ “CEFCP

1−α (X; “w) | “w ä ≥ 1− α1 where 1− α1 =
1

|Itrain|
⌈(1 + |Itrain|)(1− α)⌉ − ηtrain.

Moreover, if Γ(Itrain, ξtrain) is satisfied, then for any X in the test set,

E
î∣∣“CEFCP

1−α (X, “w)
∣∣ | “w ó ≤ E

î∣∣“C∗
1−α1

(X)
∣∣ó+ 2ξtrain.

3.3 Consistency of DLCP

In the setting of DLCP, I1 = I3 = Itrain and I2 = Itest. We will denote this by Itrain and Itest respectively.
In this case, the test set and “w become dependent. We will present the result under a high probability
event about the prediction set size.

Theorem 3. Let “CDLCP
1−α (x)) be the output of Algorithm 2 with the setting of DLCP. Suppose Ω(Itrain, ηtrain)

and Ω(Itest, ηtest) hold, then the coverage proportion satisfies

1

|Itest|
∑

i∈Itest

1{yi ∈ “CDLCP
1−α (xi)} ≥ 1− α1 − ηtest where 1− α1 =

1

|Itrain|
⌈(1 + |Itrain|)(1− α)⌉ − ηtrain.

In addition, if Γ(Itest, ξtest) holds, then

1

|Itest|
∑

i∈Itest

|“CDLCP
1−α (xi)| ≤ E

î∣∣“C∗
1−α1

(X)
∣∣ó+ ξtest.

3.4 Consistency of DLCP+

Similar as the DLCP setting, “w depends on the test set, so the result of prediction set size is presented in
a similar way.

Theorem 4. Let “CDLCP+
1−α (x, “w)) be the output of Algorithm 2 with the setting of DLCP+. Suppose

Ω(Itrain, ηtrain) and Ω(Itest, ηtest) hold, then the coverage proportion satisfies

1

|Itest|
∑

i∈Itest

1{yi ∈ “CDLCP+
1−α (xi, “w)} ≥ 1− α′ − ηtest where 1− α′ =

1

|Itrain|
⌈(1 + |Itrain|)(1− α)⌉ − ηtrain.

In addition, if Γ(I2, ξ2) holds, then for X in the test set,

E[|“CDLCP+
1−α (X)|] ≤ E

î∣∣“C∗
1−α′(X)

∣∣ó+ 2ξ2.

We note that in the setting of DLCP+, I2 = Itrain ∪ Itest. We keep use I2 in the theorem to avoid
long notation.

4 Experiments

We conducted an experiment to compare the performance of various score functions and their weighted
combinations for prediction set evaluation. We focused on three powerful score functions: THR (Sadinle
et al., 2019), APS (Romano et al., 2020), and RANK (Luo & Zhou, 2024). Throughout the experiment,
we assumed that a pretrained classifier p̂ was available, and we focused on the split of the dataset unseen
during the training of the pretrained classifier1.

The three basic score functions used in our experiment were:

1The unseen dataset was further divided into Itrain and Itest. The naming for Itrain is not to be confused with the
dataset for training.
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Figure 2: Boxplot comparison of different score functions at a significance level of α = 0.01. Our weighted
combination method achieves the guaranteed coverage of 99% while maintaining the smallest prediction
set size among all the compared score functions.

Least Ambiguous Set Values Classifier (THR) (Sadinle et al., 2019). The score function of
THR is defined as:

sTHR(x, y) = p̂y(x).

This score function is straightforward: it assigns a higher score to labels with a higher estimated probability.
The prediction set includes labels with the highest estimated probabilities. This is the score function we
have to include because if p̂ is the true posterior probability, then the score function itself can achieve the
smallest expected prediction set size.

Adaptive Prediction Set (APS) (Romano et al., 2020). The score function of APS is defined as:

sAPS(x, y) =
∑

y′∈[K]

p̂y′(x)1{p̂y′(x) ≤ p̂y(x)},

where 1{·} is the indicator function. This score function can be interpreted as the complement of the
p-value for label k. It measures the sum of the estimated probabilities of all labels that have the same or
a smaller estimated probability than label k.

Rank-based Score Function (RANK) (Luo & Zhou, 2024). The score function of RANK is
defined as:

sRANK(x, y) =
|{k′ ∈ [K] : p̂k′(x) < p̂k(x)}|

K − 1
,

This score function assigns a score based on the rank of the estimated probability p̂y(x) among all the
estimated probabilities for input x. The rank is divided by K − 1 so that the range of the score is from 0
to 1. The prediction set gives higher priority to labels with larger ranks.

The three score functions, THR, APS, and RANK, employ different strategies for assigning scores
based on the estimated probabilities. THR directly utilizes the estimated probabilities as scores. APS,
on the other hand, considers the cumulative probability of labels that have the same or lower estimated
probabilities compared to the label of interest. RANK, in contrast, focuses on the relative ranking of the
estimated probabilities among all possible labels. It is important to note that all these score functions
preserve the order of the labels, which means that, for fixed x, the order of labels based on their estimated
probabilities, p̂y(x), remains the same when ranked according to their scores, s(x, y).

Experiments were conducted on the CIFAR-100 dataset (Alex, 2009) using a pretrained RepVGG
model (Ding et al., 2021). Our experiments focus on this dataset because of the following facts we found
in our experiments.
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Figure 3: Comparison of size vs. coverage for different score functions as well as our proposed method
across α values ranging from 0.01 to 0.05. The results indicate that our weighted combination method
(shown in red) consistently outperforms the three constituent basic score functions (APS, THR, RANK)
as well as other competitive baseline score functions (RAPS, SAPS) in terms of achieving coverage with
smaller prediction set sizes.

1. This dataset has a well pretrained model, RepVGG (Ding et al., 2021) as our benchmark model.

2. This is one of the most challenging classification tasks in computer vision because of its large number
of classes.

3. There is no existing score functions proposed in earlier work that obviously outperforms all others.

Given these three aspects, it will be easier for us to present the effectiveness of the weighted score.
The 10000 testing images, which were not used during the pretraining of the model, were used as the

Itrain and Itest sets. The experiments were performed for different significance levels α ranging from 0.01
to 0.05 and two different ratios of Itrain : Itest, namely 80:20 and 99:1. For each combination of α and
data split ratio, 100 runs with different index splits were conducted to ensure robustness.

The main focus of the experiments was to compare the performance of the proposed weighted score
function with three constituent base score functions: APS, THR, and RANK. Additionally, the proposed
method was compared with two competitive baseline score functions, RAPS (Angelopoulos et al., 2021)
and SAPS (Huang et al., 2024).

Figure 2 displays the boxplot of the coverage and size of our proposed method alongside five other
score functions at a significance level of α = 0.01. To further analyze the performance across different
significance levels, Figure 3 presents a plot of the size against coverage for the various score functions,
with α values ranging from 0.01 to 0.05. To ensure a fair comparison and guarantee the coverage property,
the first data split method, VFCP, was employed for all methods. Our method achieves the guaranteed
coverage with the smallest prediction set size among all compared score functions, demonstrating its
ability to optimize efficiency while maintaining the desired coverage level.

To investigate the impact of various data split methods (Section 2.4), we further compare the
performance of our weighted score function under different split approaches. Additionally, we include the
results of the five individual score functions using the VFCP split method. Table 1 offers a comprehensive
overview of the coverage and size results at significance levels of α = 0.01 and 0.05. These findings
demonstrate the effectiveness of the different split strategies.

5 Related Work

We would like to underscore the connections between our work and existing studies on conformal prediction,
particularly those that delve into model aggregation and calibration. Regarding model aggregation, Yang
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α = 0.01 α = 0.05
Method Coverage Size Coverage Size
Weighted (VFCP) 0.990 (0.003) 13.782 (1.114) 0.950 (0.005) 3.890 (0.266)
Weighted (EFCP) 0.989 (0.003) 13.306 (0.464) 0.949 (0.005) 3.754 (0.096)
Weighted (DLCP) 0.989 (0.003) 13.298 (0.461) 0.949 (0.005) 3.752 (0.097)
Weighted (DLCP+) 0.989 (0.003) 13.299 (0.459) 0.949 (0.005) 3.753 (0.097)
APS 0.990 (0.003) 40.217 (1.786) 0.949 (0.006) 19.545 (1.022)
THR 0.989 (0.003) 26.949 (2.198) 0.949 (0.006) 4.519 (0.381)
RANK 0.990 (0.003) 27.161 (2.421) 0.950 (0.006) 6.298 (0.395)
RAPS 0.990 (0.003) 26.403 (2.505) 0.950 (0.005) 5.581 (0.263)
SAPS 0.990 (0.003) 25.096 (2.298) 0.950 (0.006) 5.036 (0.302)

Table 1: Coverage and size of different methods for α = 0.01 and α = 0.05 on CIFAR-100 dataset. Results
are shown as mean (standard deviation).

& Kuchibhotla (2024) introduce two selection algorithms aimed at minimizing the width of the prediction
interval by aggregating and selecting from regression estimators. Stutz et al. (2023) further extends
conformal prediction to scenarios where the ground truth label is ambiguous, employing predictions from
multiple labels to construct valid prediction sets.

In the context of model calibration, temperature scaling (Guo et al., 2017) is utilized as a post hoc
method to adjust classifier confidence levels. Additionally, Rahimi et al. (2020) endeavors to calibrate
predicted probabilities from deep learning models while maintaining the rank order of these probabilities.
Dabah & Tirer (2024); Xi et al. (2024) empirically demonstrate that applying post hoc calibration prior
to conformal prediction can reduce model overconfidence but tends to increase the size of the prediction
interval. Lin et al. (2021) addresses calibration in regression settings, leveraging kernel regression and
localized conformal prediction based on a pretrained neural network mean estimator to create valid and
discriminative prediction intervals.

However, the original split conformal method (Papadopoulos et al., 2002) only utilizes a portion of
the data for prediction, leading to reduced data efficiency. To address this limitation, several approaches
have been proposed to enhance data utilization while maintaining computational efficiency.

Aggregation methods have emerged as a popular approach to improve data utilization as well as
prediction efficiency in conformal prediction. Carlsson et al. (2014) extended inductive conformal prediction
(ICP) by aggregating predictions from multiple ICPs, reducing variance and improving efficiency, albeit
more conservatively than ICP. The cross-conformal prediction Vovk (2015); Vovk et al. (2018) presents a
hybrid of inductive conformal prediction and cross-validation, offers computational efficiency comparable
to ICP while producing valid predictions empirically. The validity of aggregated conformal predictors
is not fully understood and requires additional assumptions; a revised definition is proposed Linusson
et al. (2017) to achieve approximate validity conditional on the underlying learning algorithm’s properties.
Johansson et al. (2014) demonstrated that random forests as the underlying model for conformal regression
outperform others in terms of efficiency, using out-of-bag estimates instead of a separate calibration set.
BARBER et al. (2021) introduced the jackknife+ method, which employs leave-one-out cross-validation
to compute nonconformity scores for each example in the calibration set, enabling the use of all available
data for both training and calibration. Kim et al. (2020) proposed a similar approach using K-fold
cross-validation, where the model is trained on multiple folds of the data, and the predictions from
each fold are combined to create a valid prediction set. These methods strike a balance between data
efficiency and computational complexity by reusing data for both training and calibration. Recently,
conformal prediction has been extended to handle distribution shifts Tibshirani et al. (2019); Gibbs
et al. (2023); Prinster et al. (2024), relaxing the assumption of exchangeability. This advancement allows
for the application of conformal prediction to a wider range of real-world scenarios, such as data with
dependencies Chernozhukov et al. (2021); Luo et al. (2023); Nettasinghe et al. (2023); Luo & Colombo
(2024).

It is worth noting that there is an inherent connection between model aggregation and our approach
of weighting non-conformity scores, even though our method does not directly address the scenario of
combining multiple models to find an optimal aggregation.

To illustrate this connection, consider a scenario with three classifiers, including an oracle classifier
making perfect predictions. A model aggregation method such as boosting (Mukherjee & Schapire, 2010)
would assign a weight of 1 to the oracle classifier, disregarding the others. Similarly, when weighting
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and the largest gap from the desired coverage level of 1−α = 0.95. VFCP attains the desired coverage at the cost
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(b) Comparison of coverage and size for different data split methods at a significance level of α = 0.05 when
Itrain : Itest = 99:1. DLCP achieves the smallest size among the compared methods. VFCP attains the desired
coverage at the cost of having the largest prediction set size.

Figure 4: Comparison of coverage and size for different data split methods at α=0.05.

non-conformity scores, even without a perfect classifier, the resulting conformal prediction sets will
be equivalent to applying the THR score to the oracle classifier. The optimally chosen weighted non-
conformity score can identify and prioritize the most informative and reliable scores, mimicking an oracle
classifier. This equivalence highlights our method’s potential to achieve optimal performance by leveraging
multiple non-conformity scores, even without a perfect classifier, approximating the performance of an
ideal classifier through appropriate weight assignment.
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6 Conclusion

In conclusion, our weighted aggregation approach addresses the challenge of constructing efficient and
valid prediction sets in multi-class classification by learning optimal weights for combining different score
functions using various data split procedures. This adaptability allows our method to adjust to the
specific characteristics of the dataset, potentially outperforming methods that rely on a single score
function. Our theoretical analysis establishes finite-sample guarantees for coverage, ensures the validity
of the prediction sets, and derives oracle inequalities that quantify the expected set size of our approach
relative to an optimal weight.

Experiments on the CIFAR-100 dataset demonstrate the superior performance of our weighted approach
compared to single-score methods, consistently achieving the guaranteed coverage while maintaining the
smallest prediction set sizes, which highlights the potential of our method to achieve optimal performance
by leveraging the strengths of multiple non-conformity scores. Future research directions include exploring
the application of our approach to other domains and investigating the integration of advanced machine
learning techniques to further enhance the performance and efficiency of conformal prediction sets.
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A Proof of Lemma 1

A.1 VC Dimension of the Subgraph Classes

Proposition 1. Both of the following classes of functions

{(x, y) 7→ 1{⟨w, s(x, y)⟩ ≥ t} : w ∈ Rd, t ∈ R} (11)

and

{x 7→ 1{⟨w, s(x, y)⟩ ≥ t} : w ∈ Rd, t ∈ R}, (12)

where y ∈ [K] is fixed, have VC-dimension at most d+ 1.

Proof. Both of the classes are the subgraph classes of vector space of functions with dimension d+ 1. By
Proposition 4.20 of Wainwright (2019), these subgraph classes have dimension at most d+ 1. This is also
a direct result of Example 4.21 in the book.
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A.2 Proof of the Lemma

This proof basically follows from Vapnik–Chervonenkis theory. We will use the theorems and lemmas
in Wainwright (2019) as reference. The proof of Eq. (9) and Eq. (10) are almost identical. We
will focus on Eq. (9). Let ϵi, i ∈ I be i.i.d. symmetric random variables takes value −1 or 1, i.e.,
P(ϵi = −1) = P(ϵi = 1) = 0.5. Then we define the Rademacher complexity for the function class in
Eq. (11),

R(I) := E

[
sup
w,t

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

|I|
∑
i∈I

ϵi1{⟨w, s(Xi, Yi)⟩ ≥ t}
∣∣∣∣∣
]
.

By Theorem 4.10 in the book,

P (Ω (I,R(I) + δ)) ≥ 1− exp

Å
−|I|δ

2

2

ã
. (13)

By Proposition 1, the VC dimension of the function class in Eq. (11) is d + 1. Then altogether with
Lemma 4.14 and Proposition 4.18 in the book,

R(I) ≤ 4

 
(d+ 1) log(|I|+ 1)

|I|
(14)

We combine Eq. (13) and Eq. (14) to obtain Eq. (9). The proof of Eq. (10) follows analogously, using the
VC dimension result for the function class in Eq. (12). Let us define

Γy(I, η) = sup
w∈Rd,t∈R

∣∣∣∣∣ 1

|I|
∑
i∈I

1{⟨w, s(Xi, y)⟩ ≥ t} − E[1{⟨w, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ t}]
∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ η.

For I ⊆ Itrain ∪ Itest,

P
Ç
Γy

Ç
I, 8
 

(d+ 1) log(|I|+ 1)

|I|
+ δ

åå
≥ 1− exp

Å
−|I|δ

2

2

ã
.

It is clear that ⋃
y∈[K]

Γy(I, η) ⊆ Γ(I,Kη).

Taking the union bound on y ∈ [K] implies Eq. (10).

A.3 Bounds for Coverage Probability

The following result requires the data for optimizing “w are independent with the calibration set and the
test set. The algorithm satisfying these conditions have the most reliable coverage probability.

Lemma 2. Let “C1−α(x) be the output of Algorithm 2. Suppose

(i) {(Xi, Yi)}i∈I3∪Itest
are exchangeable.

(ii) {(Xi, Yi)}i∈I1∪I2 and {(Xi, Yi)}i∈I3∪Itest are independent.

Then for (X,Y ) in the test set, the coverage probability

P(Y ∈ “C1−α(X)) ≥ 1− α.

Proof. “w only depends on {(Xi, Yi)}i∈I1∪I2
, so it is independent of {(Xi, Yi)}i∈I3∪Itest

. The weighted
score function {⟨“w, s(Xi, Yi)⟩}i∈I3∪Itest

are also exchangeable. For any (X,Y ) in the test set, the rank of

s(X,Y ) is smaller than Q1−α(“w, I3) with probability ⌈(1+|I3|)(1−α)⌉
1+|I3| ≥ 1− α.

Lemma 3. Let “C1−α(x) be the output of Algorithm 2. Suppose

(i) Ω(I3, η3) is satisfied.
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(ii) {(Xi, Yi)}i∈I1∪I2
and {(Xi, Yi)}i∈Itest

are independent.

Then for (X,Y ) in the test set, the coverage probability

P(Y ∈ “C1−α(X)) ≥ 1

|I3|
⌈(1 + |I3|)(1− α)⌉ − η3.

Proof. Let us write the threshold in Eq. (5) Q
(2)
1−α := Q1−α(“w, I3) to emphasize that this quantile depends

on “w and the samples in I3. By the procedure of the algorithm, we have

P
Ä
Y ∈ “C1−α(X)

ä
= P (⟨“w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ Q1−α(“w, I3)) .

Assuming the event Ω(I3, η3),

Q1−α(“w, I3) = sup

{
t ∈ R :

1

|I3|
∑
i∈I3

1{⟨“w, s(xi, yi)⟩ ≥ t} ≥ 1

|I3|
⌈(1 + |I3|)(1− α)⌉

}

≥ sup

ß
t ∈ R : P(⟨“w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ t) ≥ 1

|I3|
⌈(1 + |I3|)(1− α)⌉ − η3

™
= Q1−α′(“w),

(15)

where 1− α′ = 1
|I3|⌈(1 + |I3|)(1− α)⌉ − η3. By the definition of the quantile,

P(⟨“w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ Q1−α(“w, I3)) ≥ P(⟨“w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ Q1−α′(“w)) = 1− α′. (16)

The proof is complete.

Lemma 4. Let “C1−α(X; “w) be the output of Algorithm 2. Suppose Ω(I3, η3) and Ω(Itest, ηtest) hold, then
the coverage proportion satisfies

1

|Itest|
∑

i∈Itest

1{yi ∈ “C(xi)} ≥
1

|I3|
⌈(1 + |I3|)(1− α)⌉ − η3 − ηtest.

Proof. Under the event Ω(Itest, ηtest), for all w ∈ W,∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

|Itest|
∑

i∈Itest

1{⟨“w, s(Xi, Yi)⟩ ≥ Q1−α(“w, I3)} − E(X,Y )[1{⟨“w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ Q1−α(“w, I3)}]

∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤ sup

w∈Rd,t∈R

∣∣∣∣∣∣ 1

|Itest|
∑

i∈Itest

1{⟨w, s(Xi, Yi)⟩ ≥ t} − E(X,Y )[1{⟨w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ t}]

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ ηtest,

where (X,Y ) is an i.i.d. copy of (Xi, Yi) in the test set. In particular, we let w = “w and t = Q1−α(“w, I3),
we have

E[1{⟨“w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ Q1−α′(“w, I3)} | “w ] = P(⟨“w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ Q1−α(“w, I3) | “w) = 1− α.

The remaining proof has similar argument as Eq. (15) and Eq. (16), and is omitted here.

A.4 Bounds for Prediction Set Size

Lemma 5. Suppose the samples in I1 and I2 satisfy Ω(I1, η1) and Γ(I2, ξ2) respectively, and suppose
Q1−α′(“w, I1) ≤ Q1−α(“w, I3), then for X in the test set, the expected prediction set size satisfies

1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨“w, s(Xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α(“w, I3)} ≤ E

 ∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w∗, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α1
(w∗)}

+ ξ2,

where 1− α1 = 1
|I1|⌈(1 + |I1|)(1− α′)⌉+ η1.
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Proof. Under the assumption Q1−α′(“w, I1) ≤ Q1−α(“w, I3), for w ∈ W, we have

1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w, s(Xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α(w, I3)} ≤
1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α′(w, I1)}.“w is obtained from “w ∈ arg min
w∈W

1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α′(w, I1)}

Therefore,

1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨“w, s(Xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α′(“w, I1)} ≤
1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w∗, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α′(w∗, I1)}.

Given the event Ω(I1, η1), for w ∈ W and t ∈ R,

P(⟨w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ t) = E[1{⟨w, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ t}] ≤ 1

|I1|
∑
i∈I1

1{⟨w, s(X,Y ) ≥ t}+ η1.

The lower bound of the LHS is also a lower bound of the RHS, so we have

Q1−α′(w∗, I1) = sup

{
t ∈ R :

1

|I1|
∑
i∈I1

1{⟨w, s(xi, yi)⟩ ≥ t} ≥ 1

|I1|
⌈(1 + |I1|)(1− α′)⌉

}

≥ sup

ß
t ∈ R : P(⟨w∗, s(X,Y )⟩ ≥ t) ≥ 1

|I1|
⌈(1 + |I1|)(1− α′)⌉+ η1

™
= Q1−α1

(w∗),

(17)

where 1− α1 = 1
|I1|⌈(1 + |I1|)(1− α′)⌉+ η1 and Q1−α1(w

∗) is the (1− α1)-quantile of the population

distribution ⟨w, s(X,Y )⟩. Now we can conclude that

1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w∗, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α′(w∗, I1)} ≤
1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w∗, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α1(w
∗)}.

On the event Γ(I2, ξ2),

1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w∗, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α′(w∗)} ≤ E

 ∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w∗, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α1
(w∗)}

+ ξ2.

The proof is complete.

B Proof of the Theorems

B.1 Proof of Theorem 1

Under the assumption of the theorem, the setting of VFCP satisfies the condition of Lemma 2. This
proves the coverage probability in the theorem. For the expected prediction set size, under the event
Γ(I2, ξ2), by Lemma 5, for X in the test set,

E

 ∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨“w, s(Xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α(w, I3)}

 ≤ 1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨“w, s(Xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α(w, I3)}+ ξ2.

This implies the coverage probability of the theorem.
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B.2 Proof of Theorem 2

Under the assumption of the theorem, the setting of VFCP satisfies the condition of Lemma 3. This
proves the coverage probability in the theorem. For the expected prediction set size, since I1 = I3 and
Γ(I2, ξ2) is satisfied, by Lemma 5, for X in the test set,

E

 ∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨“w, s(Xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α(w, I3)}

 ≤ 1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨“w, s(Xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α(w, I3)}+ ξ2.

This implies the coverage probability of the theorem.

B.3 Proof of Theorem 3

Since I1 = I3 = Itrain and I2 = Itest, one can verify that the theorem is the direct result of Lemma 4
and Lemma 5.

B.4 Proof of Theorem 4

Similar as the setting of DLCP, the coverage probability is the direct result of Lemma 4. For the prediction
set size, suppose Γ(I2, ξ2) holds, then for X in the test set,

E[|“CDLCP+
1−α (X)|] ≤ 1

|I2|
∑
i∈I2

∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨“w, s(Xi, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α(“w, I3)}+ ξ2

≤ E

 ∑
y∈[K]

1{⟨w∗, s(X, y)⟩ ≥ Q1−α′(w∗)}

+ 2ξ2.
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