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Abstract

Conformal prediction is a popular technique for constructing prediction
intervals with distribution-free coverage guarantees. The coverage is marginal,
meaning it only holds on average over the entire population but not necessarily for
any specific subgroup. This article introduces a new method, posterior conformal
prediction (PCP), which generates prediction intervals with both marginal and
approximate conditional validity for clusters (or subgroups) naturally discovered
in the data. PCP achieves these guarantees by modelling the conditional
conformity score distribution as a mixture of cluster distributions. Compared to
other methods with approximate conditional validity, this approach produces
tighter intervals, particularly when the test data is drawn from clusters that are
well represented in the validation data. PCP can also be applied to guarantee
conditional coverage on user-specified subgroups, in which case it achieves robust
coverage on smaller subgroups within the specified subgroups. In classification,
the theory underlying PCP allows for adjusting the coverage level based on
the classifier’s confidence, achieving significantly smaller sets than standard
conformal prediction sets. We evaluate the performance of PCP on diverse
datasets from socio-economic, scientific and healthcare applications.

1 Introduction

Conformal prediction [Vovk et al., 2005] is a modern technique for distribution-free
uncertainty quantification. It allows generating prediction intervals with a desired
coverage level while making minimal assumptions about the data distribution and
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(a) Marginal coverage.
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(b) Worst-slice coverage.
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(c) Interval length.1

Figure 1: Marginal coverage rate, worst-slice conditional coverage rate [Cauchois et al.,
2020; Romano et al., 2020b] and interval length of conformal prediction methods on
the communities and crime dataset. The results are from 200 runs of the experiments.

predictive model. Due to this flexibility, researchers have applied conformal prediction
to various domains, such as drug discovery [Cortés-Ciriano and Bender, 2020] and
election forecasting [Cherian and Bronner, 2020].

Conformal prediction ensures marginal coverage, meaning the coverage holds on average
over the population. However, this may be inadequate for real-world applications
requiring coverage on subpopulations of interest. For instance, if a predictive model
performs well overall but underperforms on racial minorities, then conformal prediction
intervals might have poor coverage on those minority groups, despite achieving marginal
coverage. Achieving coverage guarantees conditional on individual-level information is
necessary to enable reliable decisions for everyone.

To address this issue, researchers have recently proposed new methods to achieve
different types of conditional guarantees. These methods improve conditional coverage
but may increase the interval length. To illustrate this tradeoff, we preview an
experiment on the community and crime dataset [Redmond, 2009], which we shall
return to in later sections. We train a random forest model to predict the per capita
violent crime rate of communities from 99 features mostly providing demographic,
socioeconomic, and crime-related information. To assess marginal coverage, we
compute the coverage rate over all communities in the test portion of the dataset.
To assess conditional coverage in finite samples, we follow Cauchois et al. [2020];
Romano et al. [2020b] to compute the “worst-slice” conditional coverage. This roughly
corresponds to the worst coverage over all small subpopulations given by

{
x : v⊤x ∈

1If an interval is infinite, we replace its length with twice the largest absolute prediction error in
the test set, which represents the range of the prediction error.
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[a, b]
}
, where a, b, and v can vary arbitrarily. When v is a basis vector, the “worst-slice”

method considers the local coverage for a particular feature in x. When v combines
multiple features (e.g., unemployment and poverty rates), it can represent the economic
condition of communities, as well as social and public security conditions. In this
sense, the “worst-slice” method also assesses the local coverage rate across communities
under a variety of conditions.

Figure 1a shows that all conformal prediction methods achieve a marginal coverage
rate close to the target rate of 0.9. Split conformal prediction (SCP) [Vovk et al., 2005]
has a worst-slice conditional coverage rate of around 0.8 (Figure 1b). More advanced
methods, including SCP+conditional calibration (CC) [Gibbs et al., 2023], randomly-
localized conformal prediction (RLCP) [Hore and Barber, 2023], and our proposed
method, posterior conformal prediction (PCP), achieve a worst-slice conditional
coverage rate close to 0.9. Among these advanced methods, only PCP can maintain
an interval length comparable to that of SCP, as shown in Figure 1c. Code for
implementing PCP and reproducing the experiments and figures in our article is
available at https://github.com/yaozhang24/pcp.

The key difference between PCP and existing baselines is that PCP adapts its coverage
guarantee to the residuals, i.e. the absolute differences between the observed crime
rates and the corresponding predictions. PCP models the residuals to pinpoint regions
where the random forest performs poorly, and then widens the interval until the
desired coverage guarantee is achieved in those regions. By doing so, PCP balances
the trade-off between conditional coverage and interval length. We next formalize the
guarantees of conformal prediction and summarize our key idea.

1.1 Marginal and conditional validity

Suppose we have a pre-fitted predictive model µ̂ mapping features Xn+1 ∈ X to
predict the unseen response Yn+1 ∈ Y. Given a separate set of validation data
Z[n] = (Z1, . . . , Zn) = ((Xi, Yi), . . . , (Xn, Yn)), the split conformal prediction (SCP)
method constructs the following prediction interval for Yn+1:

ĈSCP
n (Xn+1) =

[
µ̂(Xn+1)±Q1−α

(
n∑

i=1

1

n+ 1
δRi

+
1

n+ 1
δ+∞

)]
, (1)

where Q1−α(·) denotes the (1− α)-quantile of the distribution in its argument and δRi

denotes the point mass at Ri = |Yi − µ̂(Xi)|. The interval (1) is centered at µ̂(Xn+1),
and its width is given by an empirical quantile of the residuals. More generally,
conformal prediction methods, including ours, can be based on any conformity score; see
examples of conformity scores in Lei et al. [2018]; Romano et al. [2019]; Chernozhukov
et al. [2021]. In most of this paper, except in the section where we consider classification
problems, we will use the residual magnitude Ri as our conformity score.
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Assume that Z[n+1] is a sequence of i.i.d (or more generally, exchangeable) random
variables. It is well known [Papadopoulos et al., 2002, Proposition 1] that the SCP
interval in (1) has marginal validity, in the sense that

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈSCP

n (Xn+1)
}
≤ α. (2)

While marginal validity holds, the conditional coverage of SCP can fall below 1− α.
For instance, if the predictions for elderly individuals are less accurate, then the
interval using residuals from individuals of all ages would have a coverage rate below
1− α for the elderly population. To address such issues, we may consider generating
a prediction interval with conditional validity:

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) | Xn+1

}
≤ α. (3)

If age is a feature in Xn+1, conditional validity ensures that the coverage rate for
individuals at any age is at least 1−α. Unfortunately, it is known that in distribution-
free settings, any interval satisfying (3) must have an infinite expected length [Vovk,
2012; Lei and Wasserman, 2014]. This hardness result follows from the fact that
we never get to observe two features Xi and Xn+1 at the same non-atomic point
x ∈ X in finite samples. Consequently, any observation located at Xi ̸= x provides no
information about the distribution of Yn+1 | Xn+1 = x, unless the response distribution
satisfies some smoothness assumption. Hence, conditional validity is only achievable
via the infinite interval. Similarly, Theorem 2 in Barber et al. [2021] shows that if
an interval can achieve a relaxed guarantee conditional on Xn+1 ∈ S for any subset
S ⊆ X satisfying PX{X ∈ S} ≥ δ, the expected length of this interval is comparable
to the length of the SCP interval at level δα. This means that achieving an accurate
approximation of conditional validity inevitably increases the interval length.

1.2 Relaxation through mixture modeling

To overcome the challenges we have just reviewed, we introduce a relaxed notion of
conditional validity that is both simple and flexible. The idea is to model the residuals
R[n+1] via a finite mixture model:

Ri | Xi ∼
K∗∑
k=1

π∗
k(Xi)f

∗
k , (4)

where K∗ ∈ [n + 1], π∗(Xi) is a K∗-dimensional probability vector that sum to 1
and f ∗

1 , . . . , f
∗
K∗ are K∗ distinct probability density or mass functions. For ease of

exposition, we shall refer to π∗(Xi) as (cluster) membership probabilities and to
f ∗
k ’s as cluster distributions. A mixture model can be used to represent residual

distributions in many applications. For example, in a sales dataset, we may have more
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(a) Λ = (2, 2, 6).

0.0

1.
0 0.0

0.2

0.
8 0.2

0.4

0.
6 0.4

0.6

0.
4 0.6

0.8

0.
2 0.8

1.0

0.
0 1.0

π∗1(Xi)

π
∗

2
(X

i)

π ∗3 (X
i )

(b) Λ = (2, 2, 4).
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(c) Λ = (2, 2, 2).

Figure 2: Dirichlet distributions Dir(Λ) of π∗(Xi) for three different values of Λ.

data on regular days than on promotion days, or the data on promotion days may be
noisier than usual. Similarly, in a job hiring dataset, we may have less data for racial
minorities. These data imbalance issues result in uneven performance of the predictive
model across the feature space. The finite mixture in (4) can model the residuals in
these situations by varying the membership probabilities across the feature space.

If π∗ and f ∗
1 , . . . , f

∗
K∗ in the model (4) are known, the (1− α)-quantile of the residual

Rn+1 | Xn+1 can be computed directly. Replacing the empirical quantile in (1) with
this true quantile produces a conditionally valid interval for Yn+1. When the cluster
distributions are unknown, π∗ can inform us about which f ∗

k is most likely to generate
Ri given Xi. By matching π∗(Xi) and π∗(Xn+1), we can identify the residuals Ri that
share a conditional distribution similar to that of the test residual Rn+1. Running
SCP on these residuals can generate a prediction interval for Yn+1 with approximate
conditional validity as follows:

Ĉ∗
n(Xn+1) =

[
µ̂(Xn+1)±Q1−α

(
n∑

i=1

w∗
i δRi

+ w∗
n+1δ+∞

)]
; (5)

here we use the quantiles of a weighted empirical distribution, where w∗
i takes the form

ϕ∗(Xi, Xn+1)/
∑n+1

j=1 ϕ
∗(Xj, Xn+1) and ϕ∗(Xi, Xn+1) measures the similarity between

π∗(Xi) and π∗(Xn+1), depending solely on their values. One of our formal results
shows that the interval Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1) in (5) satisfies

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1)
∣∣ X1, . . . , Xn+1

}
≤ α + 2

n+1∑
i=1

w∗
i ∥π∗(Xi)− π∗(Xn+1)∥1. (6)

Minimizing the ℓ1 distances in (6) over w∗
i can be challenging if the membership

probabilities π∗(X1), . . . , π
∗(Xn+1) are widely dispersed across the probability simplex

∆K∗−1, as illustrated in Figure 2c. On the other hand, if the π∗(Xi)’s are tightly
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clustered as in Figures 2a and 2b, many of the π∗(Xi)’s are clustered near π∗(Xn+1).
Increasing the corresponding w∗

i ’s and slightly lowering α in (5) yields a finite and
conditionally valid interval for Yn+1. Moreover, we show that if the model (4) holds,
conditional validity in (3) is implied by

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1)
∣∣ π∗(Xn+1)

}
≤ α. (7)

Conditional on π∗(Xn+1), the guarantee in (7) is an automatic interpolation between
no conditioning, as in (2), and full conditioning, as in (3). For example, when the
predictive model µ̂ performs equally well across the feature space, we may only need
a single cluster (K∗ ≈ 1) and the interval obeying (7) can resemble that of SCP.
In contrast, when µ̂ performs unevenly for different instances, the interval needs to
become increasingly adaptive to the test point. Building on this observation, we
will introduce a new approach to approximate conditional validity by relaxing the
guarantee in (7).

1.3 Outline

In Section 2, we introduce our posterior conformal prediction (PCP) method, which
generates prediction intervals using a mixture model fitted to the residuals. While
maintaining marginal validity, our interval has a coverage guarantee conditional on
the membership probabilities from the mixture model. Our additional theoretical
results focus on quantifying the probability that our interval has a finite length and
assessing its worst-case coverage gap compared to conditional validity.

Apart from the standard conditional coverage problem, PCP finds applications in other
calibration problems, such as equalizing coverage across subgroups and calibrating
black-box classifiers, which will be described in Sections 3 and 4, respectively. In these
applications, we focus on the fairness and adaptivity aspects of prediction intervals.
In the former, we want our interval to achieve a group-conditional coverage guarantee
while not harming any individuals within subgroups. In the latter, we aim to adjust
the level of our prediction set so that it usually only contains a classifier’s top-class
prediction and correctly predicts the true label with a guarantee.

1.4 Related work

We next compare PCP with existing methods that achieve approximate conditional
validity. These methods can be broadly categorized into localization and grouping.

Localization modifies the SCP interval in (1) by using a weighted empirical quantile,
where the weight on δRi

is proportional to a similarity measure between Xi and Xn+1,
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e.g., w(Xi, Xn+1) ∝ exp
{
− β∥Xi −Xn+1∥2/2

}
in the localized conformal prediction

(LCP) method proposed by Guan [2023]. LCP needs to recalibrate the level α of the
quantile to maintain marginal validity. Conceptually, we can view LCP as running
SCP in the neighbourhood of Xn+1, thereby improving the conditional coverage
of Yn+1. Hore and Barber [2023] proposed an extension of LCP called randomly-
localized conformal prediction (RLCP), where they replace Xn+1 in the LCP weights
by a random draw X̃n+1 ∼ N (Xn+1, β

−1I). This randomization step makes RLCP
marginally valid without any level adjustment. However, even if Xi and Xn+1 are
relatively close in Euclidean distance, they may still differ in those important features
that determine the distribution of Rn+1 | Xn+1. Increasing β in (R)LCP can match
Xi and Xn+1 in every feature, but it may widen the interval by shrinking the sample
size. In comparison, our construction is quite different since we use weights based on
a similarity measure between the cluster membership probabilities at Xi and Xn+1.
When our mixture model can accurately describe the conditional residual distribution
with a few cluster distributions, our method can improve conditional coverage with
tighter intervals compared to localization methods.

Grouping is often used to attain coverage guarantees for subgroups defined in terms
of some sensitive attributes such as gender and age. When these subgroups form a
partition of the feature space X , running SCP with the data points from the same
group as Xn+1 can generate a group-conditional valid prediction interval for Yn+1

[Vovk et al., 2003; Lei and Wasserman, 2014; Romano et al., 2020a]. Jung et al. [2022]
introduces a more direct method for grouping called multi-calibration, which involves
fitting a linear quantile regression model to the validation data. This method can
asymptotically achieve a coverage guarantee for overlapping subgroups. Gibbs et al.
[2023] propose a conditional calibration (CC) method for SCP to generate intervals
with exact finite-sample guarantees for any pre-specified function class, subsuming a
class of subgroups as a special case. In comparison, our method offers no coverage
guarantee for any pre-determined functions or subgroups.

2 Posterior conformal prediction (PCP)

Let Dz = {zi = (xi, yi) : i ∈ [n+ 1]} be a set consisting of n+ 1 distinct values of the
data points Z1, . . . , Zn+1. Recall that the validity of conformal prediction relies on
the data points Z[n+1] being i.i.d. (or, more generally, exchangeable). This assumption
implies that, conditional on Z[n+1] ∈ Dz, Zn+1 follows a uniform distribution,

P
{
Zn+1 = zi | Z[n+1] ∈ Dz

}
=

1

n+ 1
, ∀i ∈ [n+ 1]. (8)

If the residuals ri = |yi − µ̂(xi)| are distinct across i ∈ [n+ 1], the test residual Rn+1

takes on the value ri with equal probability 1/(n+1) for every i ∈ [n+1]. Thus, Rn+1
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is upper bounded by the empirical quantile in (1) with probability at least 1−α. This
argument establishes marginal validity of the SCP interval for Yn+1 in (2).

Let us now try extending the exchangeability argument to construct a conditionally
valid prediction interval for Yn+1. We then have

P
{
Zn+1 = zi | Z[n+1] ∈ Dz, Xn+1 = xn+1} =

{
0, if i ∈ [n],

1, if i = n+ 1.
(9)

This is because the condition Xn+1 = xn+1 only holds for zn+1 = (xn+1, yn+1) ∈ Dz.
In other words, eq. (9) suggests that Zn+1 is conditionally only exchangeable with
itself. Thus, to achieve conditional validity, we must exclude the residuals R1, . . . , Rn

in (1), which unfortunately results in an infinite interval.

We next address this issue by aiming at the guarantee conditional on π∗(Xn+1). As
discussed below (7), the choice of π∗(Xn+1) automatically chooses the adaptivity to
the test point Xn+1. Importantly, it also ensures that if the coverage rate conditional
on π∗(Xn+1) is upper bounded by α, then so is the coverage rate conditional on Xn+1.

Proposition 1. If the mixture model (4) holds, the interval Ĉ∗
n(Xn+1) in (5) satisfies

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1)
∣∣ Xn+1

}
= P

{
Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1)
∣∣ π∗(Xn+1)

}
.2 (10)

We first note that if the π∗(Xi)’s are distinct across i ∈ [n+1], replacing the condition
Xn+1 = xn+1 with π∗(Xn+1) = π∗(xn+1) does not change the equality in (9). However,
π∗(Xn+1) is a vector of probabilities rather than arbitrary features. This characteristic
allows us to relax the guarantee conditional on π∗(Xn+1) by sampling: first, draw
a sample of size m from the multinomial distribution based on π∗(Xn+1), and then
compute the sample mean π∗(Xn+1) to estimate π∗(Xn+1), i.e.,

L̃ = (L̃1, . . . , L̃K∗) ∼ Multi(m,π∗(Xn+1)) and π̃∗(Xn+1) = L̃/m. (11)

We shall refer to m as the precision parameter in our interval defined below since
increasing m makes π̃∗(Xn+1) a more accurate estimate of π∗(Xn+1). Next, we update
the uniform distribution in (8) by conditioning on the estimator π̃∗(Xn+1) or the
sample L̃. By Bayes’ rule, we obtain the posterior distribution,

P
{
Zn+1 = zi | Z[n+1] ∈ Dz, π̃

∗(Xn+1)
}
∝

K∗∏
k=1

[
π∗
k(xi)

]L̃k , ∀i ∈ [n+ 1], (12)

which is the likelihood function Multi(m,π∗(xi)) evaluated at L̃. The (concentrated)
posterior in (12) serves as our approximation of the point mass distribution in (9).

2Even though we can use π∗(Xn+1) to predict the true membership of Xn+1, the coverage rate
conditional on the prediction is not the same as the coverage rate conditional on Xn+1.
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We define our interval Ĉ∗
n(Xn+1) as in (5) with ϕ∗(Xi, Xn+1) as the likelihood func-

tion in (12). The weight w∗
i in the interval is proportional to the likelihood ratio

ϕ∗(Xi, Xn+1)/ϕ
∗(Xn+1, Xn+1), which can be expressed as

w∗
i ∝ exp

{
−

K∗∑
k=1

L̃k log
π∗
k(Xn+1)

π∗
k(Xi)

}
≈ exp

{
−mDKL

(
π∗(Xn+1)∥π∗(Xi)

)}
, (13)

where the approximation holds for large m, and DKL(·∥·) is the Kullback-Leibler (KL)
divergence between π∗(Xi) and π∗(Xn+1). By matching π∗(Xi) and π∗(Xn+1), the
weight w∗

i reduces the coverage gap in (6) and achieves the following relaxed guarantee.

Theorem 1. If Zi = (Xi, Yi), i ∈ [n+ 1], are exchangeable, the interval Ĉ∗
n(Xn+1) in

(5) based on the weights in the left-hand side (LHS) of (13) satisfies

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1)
∣∣ π̃∗(Xn+1)

}
≤ α. (14)

Marginalizing out π̃∗(Xn+1) in (14) shows that the interval Ĉ∗
n(Xn+1) has marginal

validity. In Appendix A, we prove that the interval loses marginal validity if it uses
the non-randomized weights in the right-hand side (RHS) of (13). Controlling the
coverage gap between the randomized and non-randomized intervals requires additional
assumptions, while randomization allows us to establish distribution-free validity.

One way to interpret (14) is through the latent membership of the residuals under the
mixture model (4), which can be expressed as follows: conditional on X, sample a
latent variable U from

∑K∗

k=1 π
∗
k(X)δk, and then conditional on U , generate a residual

from the cluster distribution f ∗
U . To give a concrete example, imagine we are using a

model µ̂ to predict a diabetes risk score Y . The model µ̂ may perform poorly and
generate large residuals for a small subpopulation with insulin resistance (U = 1) due
to limited training data. Although U is unobserved, it may be correlated with observed
features, including metabolic and lifestyle factors. To satisfy the guarantee in (14),
the interval Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1) assigns large weights to individuals with π(Xi) ≈ π̃∗(Xn+1),
where we interpret the membership probabilities π̃∗(Xn+1) as a “soft” prediction of
Un+1. When π̃∗

1(Xn+1) ≈ 1, the interval upweights individuals who are likely to have
insulin resistance (Ui = 1). When π̃∗

1(Xn+1) ≈ 0.5, the interval gives more weight
to individuals whose insulin resistance status is rather uncertain. In comparison,
using a “hard” prediction of Un+1 may yield a significantly different interval. For
example, whenever the prediction is Un+1 = 1, we compute the interval Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1) as
if π̃∗

1(Xn+1) = 1. This approach may lead to substantial coverage loss, especially when
Un+1 is uncertain and thus difficult to predict from Xn+1.

As the precision parameter m increases, the coverage guarantee in (14) approaches
conditional validity, with the RHS of (10) being nearly upper bounded by α.3 However,

3The mean squared error of π̃∗(Xn+1) in estimating π∗(Xn+1) is upper bounded by 1/m.
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if we let m grow excessively, the interval may become infinite, as most of the w∗
i ’s in

(13) diminish while w∗
n+1 exceeds α. In the next subsection, we will discuss how we

choose m to balance the trade-off between conditional coverage and interval length.
Here, we illustrate scenarios in which our interval can remain finite even for large m.

Theorem 2. If the model (4) holds, π∗(Xn+1) ∼ Dir(Λ1,Λ2,Λ3) and Λ̄ =
∑3

k=1 Λk,

the interval Ĉ∗
n(Xn+1) in (5) using the weights in the LHS of (13) satisfies

P
{
|Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1)| <∞ | X1, X1, . . . , Xn, π̃
∗(Xn+1) = Λ/Λ̄

}
=min

{
α

1− α

n∑
i=1

exp

(
−m

3∑
k=1

DKL
(
π̃∗(Xn+1)∥π∗(Xi)

))
, 1

}(m+Λ̄)/m

+O(1/m).4

For example, in Figure 2a, the mean Λ/Λ̄ of the distribution Dir(Λ) is located in the
top red region of the simplex. This region contains many samples π∗(Xi) that have a
small KL divergence from Λ/Λ̄. If π∗(Xn+1) is also located in this region such that
π∗(Xn+1) ≈ π̃∗(Xn+1) = Λ/Λ̄, the sum of the n exponential functions in Theorem 2
exceeds (1− α)/α, implying that our interval is finite with probability 1. This result
highlights that when π∗(Xn+1) is located in the high-density region of the distribution
of π∗(Xi), our interval can be finite even for a large value of m. In comparison, as
discussed in Section 1.4, localization can match Xi and Xn+1 to achieve approximate
conditional validity, but it may produce infinite intervals as the features disperse in
moderate- or high-dimensional spaces. Grouping, on the other hand, may provide
a poor approximation of conditional validity if the pre-specified subgroups fail to
capture changes in the conditional residual distribution. Increasing the number of
subgroups may result in wide intervals due to smaller sample sizes within each group.

In what follows, assuming that π∗ is unknown, PCP constructs intervals by fitting
a mixture model to the residuals. This approach discovers subgroups with distinct
residual distributions. As illustrated in Theorem 2, if a test point shares similar
membership probabilities with many points in a large subgroup, PCP can improve
the conditional coverage of its interval by increasing the precision parameter m.

2.1 PCP interval

Given a fixed number of cluster distributions K, the fitting algorithm A is a mapping
from an imputed dataset Dy

[n+1] = {(X1, Y1), . . . , (Xn, Yn), (Xn+1, y)} to the member-

4The proof in Appendix C.4 is based on an interesting observation that, after some transformation,
the non-normalized weight of the point mass δ+∞ in Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1) approximately follows an exponential
distribution. We also provide a set of numerical experiments to verify this theory across various Λ.
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ship probabilities πy in the model. We require A to satisfy

A((xσ(1), yσ(1)), . . . , (xσ(n+1), yσ(n+1)))
d
= A((x1, y1), . . . , (xn+1, yn+1)), (15)

for all n ≥ 1, permutations σ on the index set [n + 1], and {(xi, yi) : i ∈ [n + 1]}.
The equality in distribution means we can use a randomized algorithm A, but the
randomization step in A should be independent of the data order. The imputation y
and the symmetry of A are introduced to preserve the exchangeability of the validation
and test samples, which is crucial for the validity result below.

The prediction interval of PCP is defined as

ĈPCP
n (Xn+1) =

{
y ∈ Y : PPCP

n (y) :=
n+1∑
i=1

w̃i(Dy
[n+1])1

{
Ri ≥ Ry

n+1

}
> α

}
, (16)

where Ry
n+1 = |y − µ̂(Xn+1)|. The weight w̃i(Dy

[n+1]) is given by

w̃i(Dy
[n+1]) ∝

K∏
k=1

[
πy
k(Xi)

]mπ̃y
k(Xn+1) ∝ exp

{
−m

K∑
k=1

π̃y
k(Xn+1) log

πy
k(Xn+1)

πy
k(Xi)

}
, (17)

where π̃y(Xn+1) = L̃y/m and L̃y ∼ Multi(m,πy(Xn+1)). When computing the interval
in (16), we need to estimate πy for all y ∈ Y and avoid overfitting the mixture model
to Ry

n+1. We address these challenges by developing an efficient algorithm A, which
has linear complexity in the sample size n. This algorithm is not required for the
applications of PCP in Sections 3 and 4, so we defer its introduction to Appendix B.
In what follows, we let D[n+1] = DYn+1

[n+1] and π̃(Xn+1) = π̃Yn+1(Xn+1) given that A is a
symmetric function of its arguments, as described in (15).

Proposition 2. Suppose that Zi = (Xi, Yi), i ∈ [n + 1], are exchangeable, and the
algorithm A treats the examples in D[n+1] symmetrically as in (15). Then for any
m ∈ N+, the posterior conformal prediction (PCP) interval in (16) satisfies

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈPCP

n (Xn+1)
∣∣∣ π̃(Xn+1)

}
≤ α. (18)

Furthermore, if all the residuals R[n+1] are distinct with probability 1,

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈPCP

n (Xn+1)
∣∣∣ π̃(Xn+1)

}
≥ α− E

{
max
i∈[n+1]

w̃i(D[n+1])
∣∣∣ π̃(Xn+1)

}
. (19)

If the maximum weight in (19) is small, our interval is finite and has a coverage rate
close to α. This occurs when sufficiently many πy(Xi)’s are similar to πy(Xn+1) in (17),
which resembles the condition for obtaining a finite interval in Theorem 2. To control
the magnitude of the weights, we select the number K of cluster distributions and
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(b) Membership probabilities.
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(d) Membership probabilities.

Figure 3: Illustration of PCP quantiles and membership probabilities over the popula-
tion and income features in the communities and crime dataset.

the precision parameter m using the dataset for fitting the model µ̂. Specifically, we
use this dataset to generate a separate set of residuals by cross-validation. We select
the smallest mixture model that can explain most of the variations in the residuals.
We then use these residuals to construct PCP intervals and select the largest value
of m that can keep the intervals finite and stable. Further details on this selection
procedure can be found in Appendix B.

The guarantee in Proposition 2 can be interpreted as that in Theorem 1. Using π̃(Xn+1)
as a “soft” prediction of the test point’s membership, it can improve conditional coverage
if the distribution of R | X can be accurately described by

R | X ∼
K∑
k=1

π̃k(X)fk (20)

for some arbitrary cluster distributions f1, . . . , fK . We illustrate this using the com-
munities and crime dataset [Redmond, 2009] above.

Figures 3a and 3c show how the test residuals vary across two features, “Median house-
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hold income” and “Population size”, respectively. The black curves are the local averages
of the finite residual quantiles produced by PCP over the nearest 100 test points.5
Figures 3b and 3d depict the probabilities π̃(Xn+1) = [π̃1(Xn+1), π̃2(Xn+1), π̃3(Xn+1)]
and their local averages as solid curves.

When the residuals increase in low-income communities, as shown in Figure 3a, the
membership probability π̃1(Xn+1) also rises with decreasing income, as depicted in
Figure 3b. The first subgroup primarily consists of low-income communities, while
the other two groups comprise higher-income communities. In contrast, the residual
distribution is nearly invariant across population size in Figure 3c, and consequently,
π̃(Xn+1) only exhibits minor variations across population size in Figure 3d. The
probabilities π̃(Xn+1) effectively summarize the feature information related to the
residual distribution while marginalizing out the irrelevant factors. Therefore, the
income- and population-conditional residual distributions (Figures 3a and 3c) can
be approximately expressed as (20). Consequently, PCP has approximately valid
coverage over these features.

Proposition 2 offers a guarantee based on a mixture model learnt from the data. We
next assume that the residuals follow a true mixture model (4), and then bound
the conditional coverage gap of our interval, without requiring the number of cluster
distributions to be specified correctly. Our bounds are inspired by those in Barber
et al. [2023]. In the theorems below, we consider the KL limit of our interval in (13).

Theorem 3. If the mixture model (4) holds, the PCP interval defined in (16) using
weights wKL,i ∝ exp{−mDKL(π(Xn+1)∥π(Xi))} for some fixed π satisfies

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈPCP

n (Xn+1) | X1, . . . , Xn+1

}
≤ α + 2

n+1∑
i=1

wKL,i∥π∗(Xi)− π∗(Xn+1)∥1.6

Theorem 4. In the setting of Theorem 3, it holds that

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈPCP

n (Xn+1) | X1, . . . , Xn+1

}
≤ α

K∗∑
k=1

π∗
k(Xn+1)∑n

i=1wKL,iπ∗
k(Xi)

.

As demonstrated above, PCP fits a mixture model to the residuals, allowing the
membership probabilities π to identify the key features of the true probabilities
π∗ in (4). The KL divergence based on π captures the similarity between π∗(Xi)
and π∗(Xn+1), enabling the weight wKL,i to reduce the coverage gap of our interval.

5The quantile is the Ry
n+1 in (16) for the largest y satisfying that PPCP

n (y) ≥ α, i.e., y is the
upper bound in ĈPCP

n (Xn+1). We only show the local average to keep the residuals visible.
6We also allow the weights to depend on the residuals in the proof of Theorem 3 in Appendix C.5.
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Theorem 4 offers a tighter bound for the coverage gap when π∗ is sparse. For instance,
if π∗

k(Xn+1) = 1 and π∗
k′(Xn+1) = 0 for k′ ̸= k, the bound can be written as

α/
n∑

i=1

wKL,iπ
∗
k(Xi) ≈ α + α

[
π∗
k(Xn+1)−

n∑
i=1

wKL,iπ
∗
k(Xi)

]
≈ α.

To summarize, the theorems above show that PCP can improve conditional coverage,
especially when π∗(Xi) are concentrated and/or sparse.

2.2 Empirical results

We next provide more experiments to compare PCP with the other methods in Figure 1.
Implementation details of all the methods can be found in Appendix E.

2.2.1 Experiments on synthetic data

Our data experiment here has two settings. We discuss the first setting in this
subsection and defer the second to the Appendix. We first create a 6-dimensional
feature vector X by sampling each feature from the uniform distribution on [0, 8]. We
let V and W denote the first and second features in X respectively. We define a drift
function f(V ) = −3V + V 2 − 5V sin(V ) and use it to generate the response,

Y = f(V ) + [4 + 2(V − 2)2]ϵi and ϵi ∼ N (0, 1).

We generate 5000 random copies of (X, Y ) as our training, validation, and test sets,
respectively. We then use the training set to fit a random forest model µ̂ to predict
the responses in the validation and test set. Since µ̂ can accurately approximate f(V ),
most of the variations in the residual R = |Y − µ̂(X)| given X come from the variance
function of Y . We can imagine that R roughly follows a mixture model in (4) with a
small K∗. Since the variance of Y only depends on V , the distribution of π∗(X) has
small variability over X. This is the scenario where our interval can be finite for a
large value of m in Theorem 2, and achieve a small coverage gap in Theorem 3.

Figure 4 depicts the test responses in grey, along with their prediction intervals.
Figure 5 shows the local average coverage rates of the conformal prediction methods
over the 250 nearest test points based on the feature V . SCP computes intervals
without using the feature V , resulting in a local coverage rate deviating significantly
from the target rate of 0.9. SCP+CC computes intervals using a linear quantile
regression model of the residuals. These intervals lose coverage when the model fails
to capture the nonlinear changes in the conditional residual distribution. RLCP also
suffers coverage loss, which shows that matching all the features may overlook the
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variations primarily caused by the first feature V . In comparison, PCP maintains a
coverage rate near 0.9 by effectively modelling the smooth variation in the conditional
residual distribution. The hyperparameter selection method in Appendix B.1 chooses
the number K = 3 of cluster distributions and the precision parameter m = 276 to
construct the PCP intervals. Figure 6 shows that the PCP (local average) membership
probabilities vary smoothly over V while fluctuating randomly over W . This indicates
that our mixture model identifies V as the key feature driving the changes in the
conditional residual distribution. In Appendix E.1, we demonstrate PCP can also deal
with nonsmooth variations in the second setting of our experiment.

2.2.2 Experiments on real data

We next discuss experiments on the following two real-world datasets:

• The online news popularity dataset [Fernandes et al., 2015] includes 58 features
describing the content of articles, such as word counts and the number of images,
to predict the number of shares each article receives on social networks.

• The superconductivity dataset [Hamidieh, 2018] contains 81 features about
materials and their properties, such as mean atomic mass and radius, to predict
the critical temperature (Tc) at which a material becomes superconductive.

We reduce the dimensionality of both datasets to 30 using principal component analysis
(PCA) and use ridge regression as the predictive model µ̂. We compare the coverage
rates and interval length of the conformal prediction methods across 200 independent
runs of our experiments, each using a subsample of 2,000 data points.

The results for the popularity dataset are reported in Figure 7. All methods achieve a
marginal coverage rate near the target rate of 0.9. However, the worst-slice conditional
coverage rate (WSCR) of SCP falls significantly below 0.9, while the WSCRs of
RLCP, SCP+CC, and PCP are approximately 0.9. In terms of interval length, RLCP
produces much wider intervals than SCP+CC and PCP. Although SCP+CC generates
shorter intervals than PCP, it does so at the cost of slightly lower WSCR.

The results for the superconductivity dataset are shown in Figure 8. Here, the WSCR
of SCP is slightly below 0.9, leaving a small gap for other methods to fill. Among the
advanced methods, only PCP can close the gap without significantly increasing interval
length. Using a linear quantile regression model, SCP+CC achieves a pre-specified
coverage guarantee across all linear functions of the features. In comparison, PCP
improves coverage more effectively by adapting its guarantee to the residuals.
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(b) SCP+conditional calibration (SCP+CC).
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(c) Randomly-localized conformal prediction (RLCP).
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(d) Posterior conformal prediction (PCP).

Figure 4: Prediction intervals of conformal prediction methods in Setting 1.

16



0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
Feature V

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

Co
nd

iti
on

al
 c

ov
er

ag
e

SCP SCP+CC RLCP PCP

Figure 5: Local average coverage rates of conformal prediction methods in Setting 1.
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Figure 6: PCP membership probabilities in Setting 1.
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Figure 7: Comparison of conformal prediction methods on the online news popularity
dataset.
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Figure 8: Comparison of conformal prediction methods on the superconductivity
dataset.

3 Equalized conditional coverage

In conformal prediction, the partition method [Lei and Wasserman, 2014; Romano
et al., 2020a] is often used to generate prediction intervals with group-conditional
coverage guarantees. We next show that this partition-based approach may lead to
a loss of coverage for some individuals within the subgroups. In response, we apply
PCP to achieve the same group-conditional coverage guarantees while making the
interval nearly independent of the test point’s subgroup membership. By doing so,
PCP eliminates the coverage gap arising from the partition.

To begin with a concrete example, imagine that we have a medical dataset from a
study of a disease where male patients are predominant. In this dataset, it is crucial
to obtain a group conditional coverage guarantee for gender An+1 ∈ {0, 1}, as the
predictive model may underperform for females due to limited training data. In this
situation, we often run SCP for males and females separately. Specifically, we let
In = {i ∈ [n+ 1] : Ai = An+1} collect all the individuals who have the same gender as
the test point. Running SCP solely on ZIn produces the interval,

ĈSCP+Partition
n (Xn+1, An+1) =

[
µ̂(Xn+1, An+1)±Q1−α

(∑
i∈In

1

|In|
δRi

+
1

|In|
δ+∞

)]
,

which satisfies the group-conditional coverage guarantee,

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈSCP+Partition

n (Xn+1, An+1)
∣∣ An+1

}
≤ α. (21)

Despite the guarantee in (21), generating intervals based on a partition may decrease
the coverage rate for some minorities within the subgroups. This general phenomenon
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can be illustrated using the probabilities of A = 1 (female),

θ = P{A = 1} and e(X) = P{A = 1 | X}.

For any value of θ ∈ (0, 1), it holds that

P{e(X) ≥ θ | A = 1}︸ ︷︷ ︸
Female population

−P{e(X) ≥ θ}︸ ︷︷ ︸
Full population

= E
[
1{e(X) ≥ θ} (e(X)/θ − 1)

]
≥ 0. (22)

Equation (22) hightlights that the female population (A = 1) is more likely to have
e(X) ≥ θ than the full population. In other words, a test point with An+1 = 1 but
e(Xn+1) < θ is less likely in the female population than in the full population. For
instance, females who are taller than the average height of the full population are even
more minoritized in the female population than in the full population. Consequently,
the SCP+Partition interval defined above will achieve a worse coverage rate for these
tall females, compared to the original SCP interval computed using full data.

To demonstrate this coverage loss, we compare the methods on the Medical Expenditure
Panel Survey (MEPS) 2019 dataset [Romano et al., 2019, 2020a], provided by the
Agency for Healthcare Research and Quality. In this experiment, we predict individuals’
utilization of medical services from their personal information, such as age, race, poverty
status, health status, etc. We randomly draw 6000 individuals from the MEPS dataset
and divide them into three folds. We fit two random forests ê and µ̂ using the first
fold. The female proportion θ in (22) is approximately 0.5 in the MEPS dataset. We
further divide the female group (An+1 = 1) in the test set into two subgroups based on
whether the estimator ẽ(Xn+1) defined below is larger than 0.5 or not. Figure 9a shows
that SCP+Partition achieves a lower coverage rate than SCP in the first subgroup,
where An+1 = 1 and ẽ(Xn+1) < 0.5, aligning with our discussion above.7

Next, we apply PCP to remedy the coverage loss of SCP+Partition. We exclude
gender from µ̂ and modify the SCP+Partition interval using weights generated by ê :

ĈPCP
n (Xn+1, An+1) =

[
µ̂(Xn+1)±Q1−α

(∑
i∈In

w̃iδRi
+ w̃n+1δ+∞

)]
, (23)

where we sample Ã1, . . . , Ãm
i.i.d.∼ Ber(ê(Xn+1)), compute their sum as L̃, and then let

w̃i ∝
m∏
t=1

[ê(Xi)]
L̃[1− ê(Xi)]

m−L̃ and ẽ(Xn+1) = L̃/m.

The PCP interval in (23) satisfies an augmented group-conditional guarantee:
7In Appendix E.2, we repeat the same experiment, with An+1 indicating whether a person is

white or non-white. The results there are consistent with the ones here.
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Figure 9: Comparison of conformal prediction methods on the Medical Expenditure
Panel Survey (MEPS) 19. The results are from 200 runs of the experiments.

Proposition 3. Suppose that the data points (Xi, Ai, Yi), i ∈ [n+ 1], are i.i.d.. Then
the prediction interval in (23) satisfies

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈPCP

n (Xn+1, An+1)
∣∣ An+1, ẽ(Xn+1)

}
≤ α. (24)

Assume that with probability 1, e ∈ (0, 1) and supx∈X |ê(x) − e(x)| → 0 as n → ∞.
Then, as n→ ∞ and m(n) → ∞, we have

ĈPCP
n (Xn+1, An+1) ⊥⊥ An+1 | Xn+1. (25)

The guarantee in (24) follows from Theorem 1. Imagine that a female group primarily
consists of individuals with large values of ẽ(X) ≈ e(X) = P{A = 1 | X}, while
minorities in the group, such as tall females in the example above, have smaller values
of ẽ(X). The smaller ẽ(Xn+1) is, the less represented an individual is within the female
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group. In this sense, the guarantee in (24) means that PCP has valid coverage across
individuals regardless of how represented they are in their gender group.

This guarantee is demonstrated through the results in Figure 9a, where PCP has
coverage of approximately 0.9 for both subgroups. We also see from Figure 9b that the
interval length of PCP is highly adaptive: it increases significantly to close the coverage
gap of SCP+Partition for the underrepresented individuals with ẽ(Xn+1) < 0.5, while
decreasing for the well-presented individuals with ẽ(Xn+1) ≥ 0.5, where µ̂ is relatively
accurate due to sufficient training data. Finally, we note that, by (24), PCP also has
the group-conditional guarantee of SCP+Partition, as shown in Figure 9c.

Asymptotically, the guarantee in (24) leads to the conditional independence in (25),
by the consistency assumption of ê and An+1 ⊥⊥ Xn+1 | e(Xn+1). The independence
means PCP will generate the same interval for two individuals who differ only in
gender but share all other features, thereby eliminating the effect of partition on any
individual’s interval. Furthermore, if Yn+1 ⊥⊥ An+1 | Xn+1, the independence in (25)
implies that the coverage rate of our interval is also independent of An+1 given Xn+1.

To empirically verify the independence in (25), we measure the generalized covariance
[Shah and Peters, 2020, Section 3]8 between the upper bounds of the prediction
intervals and the gender feature. As shown in Figure 9d, the covariance for PCP is
approximately 0, which is significantly smaller than the covariance for SCP+Partition.
The covariance for SCP is 0 because its interval does not depend on gender. This result
confirms that the dependence of our interval on gender can vanish asymptotically.

Finally, we note that the equalized coverage problem studied in this section is related
to the covariate shifts problem in Tibshirani et al. [2019]. However, the difference
of PCP is that it maintains the group-conditional guarantee of SCP+Partition and
provides the new guarantees in Proposition 3.

4 Level-adaptive conditional coverage

Next, we consider classification problems and apply PCP to create level-adaptive
prediction sets. The adaptivity ensures that the top-class coverage rate of our prediction
set aligns with the classifier’s top-class predictive probability. This new feature is useful
in applications that require small and well-calibrated prediction sets. For example,
PCP can recommend a more focused set of products to users when the classifier is
uncertain about their preferences. Similarly, PCP can aid clinicians by narrowing
down potential diagnoses, expediting decisions and improving patient care.

8We additionally sample 2000 data points to estimate the conditional expectations in the covariance.
The estimators are two random forest models applied to compute the empirical covariance.
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Suppose that a pre-fitted classifier predicts Yn+1 ∈ Y = {1, 2, . . . , K} based on a
probability vector η̂(Xn+1), where η̂k(Xn+1) is the predictive probability of Yn+1 = k.
We define the top-class prediction and the top-class predictive probability as

µ̂(Xn+1) = argmax
k∈[K]

η̂k(Xn+1) and p̂(Xn+1) = max
k∈[K]

η̂k(Xn+1).

We call the classifier top-class calibrated if it obeys

P
{
Yn+1 = µ̂(Xn+1) | p̂(Xn+1), µ̂(Xn+1)

}
= p̂(Xn+1), (26)

i.e., the true probability of Yn+1 = µ̂(Xn+1) is exactly p̂(Xn+1) when the classifier
predicts Yn+1 = µ̂(Xn+1) holds with probability p̂(Xn+1). In other words, the accuracy
of the top-class prediction µ̂(Xn+1) stays consistent with the top-class probability
p̂(Xn+1). Before calibration, the original classifier often overfits the training data
and fails to satisfy the guarantee in (26). Calibration methods adjust the predictive
probabilities η̂(Xn+1) using a nonparametric regression model fitted to the validation
data, e.g., histogram binning or isotonic regression [Zadrozny and Elkan, 2001]. They
enable the top-class prediction µ̂(Xn+1) to satisfy (26) asymptotically. Additional
calibration methods and guarantees can be found in Guo et al. [2017]; Kull et al.
[2019]; Gupta and Ramdas [2021] and the references therein.

In comparison, existing conformal prediction sets can offer marginal and class-
conditional guarantees for covering Yn+1 in finite samples; see examples in Sadinle et al.
[2019]; Romano et al. [2020b]; Stutz et al. [2021]; Ding et al. [2023]. However, when the
classifier has low predictive probability for the top class, these prediction sets would
need to include many classes to achieve the target coverage rate of 1− α. In medical
diagnostics, a large prediction set has limited utility as it offers little information on
the true outcome Yn+1 and may take a long time for experts to review. In comparison,
a calibrated classifier satisfying (26) can offer more information about Yn+1 through its
top-class prediction µ̂(Xn+1) and predictive probability p̂(Xn+1), which are easier for
experts to review. Next, we use PCP to generate smaller, often singleton prediction
sets, combining the benefits of top-class calibration and conformal prediction.

We define our prediction set using the conformity score proposed by Romano et al.
[2020b]. For simplicity, we omit discussing the randomization step involved and note
here that it occasionally generates an empty set to keep the coverage close to the
target rate. We include the step in both SCP and PCP in our experiments below.

We let η̂()(Xi) denote the sorted version of η̂(Xi) from the largest to the smallest, andKi

denote the rank of η̂Yi
(Xi) in η̂()(Xi). For example, if Yi = 3 and η̂(Xi) = [0.2, 0.5, 0.3],

η̂()(Xi) = [0.5, 0.3, 0.2] and Ki = 2.

Similarly, we let Ky
n+1 denote the rank of η̂y(Xn+1) in η̂()(Xn+1) for any value y ∈

{1, 2, . . . , K}. Suppose the example above holds with Xi replaced by Xn+1. We have

K1
n+1 = 3, K2

n+1 = 1 and K3
n+1 = 2.
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We define the conformity score Si as the probability that we need to add on top of
the top-class probability p̂(Xn+1) such that the top-Ki prediction set can cover Yi:

Si =
∑

k∈[Ki]

η̂
()
k (Xi)− p̂(Xn+1) and Sy

n+1 =
∑

k∈[Ky
n+1]

η̂
()
k (Xn+1)− p̂(Xn+1).

Our PCP prediction set for Yn+1 is defined as

ĈPCP
n (Xn+1) =

{
y ∈ Y : Sy

n+1 ≤ Q1−α̃(Xn+1)

(
n∑

i=1

w̃iδSi
+ w̃n+1δ1

)}
, (27)

where w̃i ∝
∏K

k=1

[
η̂k(Xi)

]L̃k and L̃ ∼ Multi
(
m; η̂(Xn+1)

)
. If η̂(Xi) and η̂(Xn+1) are

similar, the score Si receives a larger weight in the interval (27). In other words,
PCP adjusts its interval according to the classifier’s performance on the validation
examples with similar predictive probabilities as η̂(Xn+1). The proposition below
follows directly from Theorem 1. The key observation here is that we can use an
adaptive level α̃(Xn+1) after conditioning on η̃(Xn+1) = L̃/m.

Proposition 4. Suppose that Zi = (Xi, Yi), i ∈ [n+1], are exchangeable. The posterior
conformal prediction (PCP) interval in (27) satisfies

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈPCP

n (Xn+1) | η̃(Xn+1)
}
≤ α̃(Xn+1), (28)

where α̃(Xn+1) = 1− p̃(Xn+1) and p̃(Xn+1) = maxk∈[K] η̃k(Xn+1).

With the knowledge of η̃(Xn+1), the top class prediction and its probability p̃(Xn+1)
are known. The guarantee above means the coverage rate of our prediction set is
at least p̃(Xn+1). Our prediction set tends to be small if p̃(Xn+1) is low. If the
classifier’s accuracy can consistently match its predictive probability p̃(Xn+1), our
prediction set is often a singleton predicting Yn+1 with accuracy at least p̃(Xn+1),
which approximately satisfies the top-class calibration guarantee in (26).

In the following experiment, we compare PCP against the isotonic regression-based
calibration method [Zadrozny and Elkan, 2001] and the SCP method for classification
[Romano et al., 2020b]. Our evaluation is based on the HAM10000 dataset [Tschandl
et al., 2018], which consists of 10,015 dermatoscopic images with seven classes of
pigmented skin lesions. We consider two baseline classifiers: a convolutional neural
network (CNN) and logistic regression. We split the dataset into three folds: one for
training the classifier, another for validation, and the last for testing the methods.

First, we compare calibration curves of PCP and isotonic regression. To construct
each curve, we evenly place 50 points within the support of the top-class predictive
probability and then calculate the local average accuracy or coverage rate at each
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(a) Calibration curves (CNN).
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(b) Calibration curves (logistic regression).
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(c) Prediction set size (CNN).
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(d) Prediction set size (logistic regression).

Figure 10: Comparison of calibration and conformal prediction methods for CNN and
logistic regression models on the HAM10000 image dataset.

point, using the 200 nearest test points. The original CNN model is relatively well-
calibrated, since the green curve approximately follows the diagonal line in Figure 10a.
The logistic regression model is poorly calibrated, as shown by the green curve in
Figure 10b. We can see from the same figure that our prediction sets always keep the
local coverage rate close to the top-class predictive probability p̃(Xn+1). In contrast,
the isotonic regression method fails to calibrate the logistic regression model.

By definition, our guarantee in (28) is a good approximation of the calibration
guarantee in (26), if our prediction set stays close to a singleton. This is the case for
the CNN model when its top-class predictive probability p̃(Xn+1) ≤ 0.9 in Figure 10c.
When p̃(Xn+1) > 0.9, our method enlarges the prediction set to meet the target
coverage rate of p̃(Xn+1). Figure 10d shows that our prediction set is wider for the
less-calibrated logistic regression model. Nevertheless, it is smaller than the prediction
set of SCP when the top-class predictive probability p̃(Xn+1) ≤ 0.9.
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5 Discussion

This paper introduced posterior conformal prediction (PCP), a distribution-free method
to construct prediction intervals with conditional coverage guarantees. We showed
that PCP can improve conditional coverage by modelling the conditional residual
distributions, equalize coverage across subgroups by classifying sensitivity attributes,
and adapt the level of prediction sets by calibrating the predictive probabilities. In
the following, we discuss a few limitations and extensions of PCP.

PAC guarantee. For large n, we may also want a marginal guarantee such as (2)
and (18) to hold conditional on Z[n] with high probability such that

P
{
α(Z[n]) := P

{
Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) | Z[n]

}
≤ α + o(1)

}
≥ 1− o(1). (29)

A prediction set Ĉn satisfying (29) is called “Probably Approximately Correct” (PAC)
[Wilks, 1941; Vovk, 2012]. When marginal validity fails to hold, i.e., E[α(Z[n])] > α,
it is less likely that α(Z[n]) ≤ α can hold with high probability as in (29). On the
contrary, when marginal validity holds, it is relatively straightforward to prove the
PAC guarantee in (29). For PCP intervals with data-dependent weights, the proof
requires a mild stability assumption on our mixture learning algorithm. We refer to
Appendix D for more details on our PAC guarantee.

Distributional shifts. Recently, there has been growing interest in extending confor-
mal prediction to applications with distributional shifts, such as election forecasting
[Cherian and Bronner, 2020; Barber et al., 2023] and time series modelling [Xu and
Xie, 2021; Gibbs and Candès, 2022; Zaffran et al., 2022]. PCP can be extended to
these applications, by fitting a mixture model to residuals, or fitting a classifier to
predict the variable that causes the distributional shift. The advantage of PCP is that
it guarantees marginal validity when there is no distributional shift. When using our
method in online or dynamic settings, we can let the number of cluster distributions
grow as more data distributions emerge over time or space.

Utility maximization. In Section 4, we applied our method to generate level-adaptive
prediction sets. This adaptivity is useful when increasing uncertainty is costly. For
example, suppose h(X) is a decision rule that determines whether recommending the
movies in our prediction set ĈPCP

n (X) to a user with features X. If the user randomly
selects one movie to watch, the expected benefit of our recommendation is

E

{
h(X)×

[
r1(X)

1
{
Y ∈ ĈPCP

n (X)
}∣∣ĈPCP

n (X)
∣∣ − r2(X)

(
1−

1
{
Y ∈ ĈPCP

n (X)
}∣∣ĈPCP

n (X)
∣∣

)]}
,

where r1(X) is the reward function for watching the favourite movie and r2(X) is the
risk function for watching the others. Recommending a large prediction set may result

25



in more risk than reward. Maximizing the expected benefits by choosing the decision
rule h is an interesting problem for future research.
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Appendices

A Randomized versus non-randomized intervals

This section first presents a counterexample to prove that non-randomized intervals
may lose marginal validity. Following this, we discuss the difference between the
randomized and non-randomized PCP interval as the precision parameter m increases.

Previously, Proposition 2 in Guan [2023] demonstrated the loss of marginal validity
in localized conformal prediction intervals. In the example there, every feature
Xij ∈ {−1, 0, 1} for j ∈ [d]. The residuals at the origin (Xi = 0) are 0. When Xi = 0
holds with high probability, the interval mainly uses zero residuals and achieves a
poor coverage rate. The loss of coverage in this example is primarily due to the choice
of weight function wi ∝ exp(−d(Xi, Xn+1)) in the interval, where

d(Xi, Xn+1) =

{
0, if Xi ∈ {0, Xn+1},
+∞, otherwise.

Equality in the distance metric d(·, ·) is non-transitive, i.e.,

d(0, Xn+1) = 0 and d(0, Xn+2) = 0 ̸⇒ d(Xn+1, Xn+2) = 0,

whereas most distance metrics are transitive in measuring similarity between data
points. Transitivity is also essential for other metric properties, such as the triangle in-
equality. In the following, we provide a new example to illustrate that non-randomized
intervals using standard distance metrics may still fail to achieve marginal validity. In
distribution-free settings, we assume that the feature space can be divided into two
disjoint subsets with significantly different residuals.

Example 1. Without loss of generality, we assume that the residuals for Xi >
0 are larger than those for Xi ≤ 0 with probability 1. We also assume that
(X1, R1), . . . , (Xn+1, Rn+1) are distinct with probability 1. We define a prediction
interval with weights only depending on whether Xi, Xn+1 > 0 as follows:

Ĉn(Xn+1) =

[
µ̂(Xn+1)±Q1−α

(
n∑

i=1

wiδRi
+ wn+1δ+∞

)]
, (30)

where wi = ϕ(Xi, Xn+1)/
∑n+1

j=1 ϕ(Xj, Xn+1) for ϕ(Xn+1, Xn+1) = 1 + c and

ϕ(Xi, Xn+1) =


a, if Xi ≤ 0, Xn+1 > 0,

b, if Xi > 0, Xn+1 ≤ 0,

1, otherwise.
(31)
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Figure 11: Comparison of the randomized and non-randomized PCP intervals in
Simulation 1.

where a, b ∈ [0, 1]. Choosing different values for a and b can make the distance metric
in ϕ asymmetric, e.g., the KL divergence in our PCP interval. In (31), the Xi’s with
the same sign as Xn+1 receive greater weight than those with a different sign. If c
is positive, Xn+1 itself receives a larger weight than others. If c = −1, we remove
the point mass δ+∞ in (30), which defines the interval Ĉn(Xn+1) solely using the
residuals R[n]. In the proposition below, ρ = P{Xi > 0} and we omit terms that
vanish exponentially as the sample size n increases.

Proposition 5. Suppose that Zi = (Xi, Yi), i ∈ [n+ 1], are exchangeable. In the setup
of Example 1, the interval Ĉn(Xn+1) in (30) using the weights in (31) satisfies

P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1)

}
≥ α + αa(1− ρ)− (1− α)bρ− 2(1− α)c+ 2

n+ 1
. (32)

The proof of the proposition can be found in Appendix C.1. In the lower bound,
the term αa(1− ρ) is the coverage loss for Xn+1 > 0 where the test residual Rn+1 is
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large, while (1 − α)bρ is the coverage gain for Xn+1 ≤ 0 where Rn+1 is small. The
mis-coverage rate in (32) is above α if

α

1− α
a− ρ

1− ρ
b ≥ 2(1− α)c+ 2

(n+ 1)(1− α)(1− ρ)
. (33)

This condition holds if the interval uses an asymmetric distance metric with a > b
in (31). It becomes more difficult to satisfy if α is small and the distance metric is
symmetric with a = b, for example, with Gaussian or uniform kernels.

Simulation 1. We next verify Proposition 5 by comparing the mis-coverage rates
of the randomized and non-randomized PCP intervals on a synthetic dataset. We
generate Xi ∼ Bern(ρ = 0.4) and the residual Ri | Xi = 0 ∼ N (5, 1) and Ri | Xi =
1 ∼ N (10, 1). Suppose that π(0) = [0.8, 0.2] and π(1) = [1, 0]. In (31), we let

a = exp{−DKL(π(1)∥π(0))} ≈ 0.8 and b = exp{−DKL(π(0)∥π(1))} ≈ 0.

We generate 10000 data points (Xi, Ri) to construct the interval Ĉn(Xn+1) in (30) and
the randomized PCP intervals described in (12) and (13), using π and m = 1. Another
10000 data points are generated to evaluate the coverage rates of these intervals. As
shown in Figure 11a, the non-randomized intervals exhibit coverage gaps across all
values of α, while the randomized interval maintains a miscoverage rate consistent
with α. In Figure 11b, we let π(0) = [0.5, 0.5] to make both a and b close to 0.8.
Using this nearly symmetric distance metric, the non-randomized PCP intervals have
significantly smaller coverage gaps. The gap is approximately 0 when α ≈ 0.4 = ρ.
This result aligns with our lower bound in (32) when α = ρ and a = b.

PCP intervals. Thus far, we have demonstrated that non-randomized weighted
intervals lack distribution-free marginal validity. Next, we bound the difference between
randomized and non-randomized PCP intervals as the precision parameter m increases.
For any fixed π, the weights in the non-randomized interval are defined as

wi ∝ ϕi :=
K∏
k=1

[
πk(Xi)

]mπk(Xn+1) ∝ exp
{
−mDKL

(
π(Xn+1)∥π(Xi)

)}
,

while in the randomized interval, the weights w̃i ∝ ϕ̃i :=
∏K

k=1

[
πk(Xi)

]L̃k are computed
using a sample L̃ from the multinomial distribution based on π(Xn+1). We know that

Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) ⇔
n+1∑
i=1

wi1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α.

Let ψ =
∑n+1

i=1 ϕi and ψ̃ =
∑n+1

i=1 ϕ̃i. In the decomposition

wi − w̃i = ϕi/ψ − ϕ̃i/ψ + ϕ̃i/ψ − ϕ̃i/ψ̃,
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we can rewrite the first difference as (ϕi− ϕ̃i)/ψ = wi

(
1− ϕ̃i/ϕi

)
. Using this expression,

we can rewrite the second difference as

ϕ̃i/ψ − ϕ̃i/ψ̃ = w̃i(ψ̃ − ψ)/ψ = wi

n+1∑
j=1

(ϕ̃j − ϕj)/ψ = −wi

n+1∑
j=1

wj

(
1− ϕ̃j/ϕj

)
.

Then, we can upper bound the difference between the empirical distributions as follows:

n+1∑
i=1

(wi − w̃i)1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} =
n+1∑
i=1

wi

[(
1− ϕ̃i/ϕi

)
−

n+1∑
j=1

wj

(
1− ϕ̃j/ϕj

)]
1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}

≤

(
n+1∑
i=1

wi

[
ϕ̃i/ϕi −

n+1∑
j=1

wjϕ̃j/ϕj

]2)1/2

.

The term within the last line is the weighted empirical variance of ϕ̃i/ϕi over i ∈ [n+1].
Additional assumptions are required to establish its convergence rate as m increases
and to control the coverage gap between the randomized and non-randomized intervals.

Finally, suppose we exclude the point mass δ+∞ from the randomized interval and
denote the weights normalized over the first n data points as w̃−(n+1)

i . We have

n∑
i=1

w̃
−(n+1)
i 1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} −

n+1∑
i=1

w̃i1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}

=
ϕ̃n+1

ψ̃ − ϕ̃n+1

n∑
i=1

w̃i1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} − w̃n+1 ≤ w̃n+1
ϕ̃n+1

ψ̃ − ϕ̃n+1

=
w̃2

n+1

1− w̃n+1

,

which indicates that not including δ+∞ yields different randomized and non-randomized
intervals, even for a large value of the precision parameter m.

B Matching algorithm

Estimating mixture models is a nontrivial nonconvex optimization problem. Computing
the PCP interval in (16) requires refitting πy for all y ∈ Y . In this section, we introduce
a mixture learning algorithm to address this computational challenge.

Our algorithm is motivated by two observations. First, given a pre-fitted model µ̂, it
is easy to impute Ry

n+1 = |y− µ̂(Xn+1)| for all y ∈ Y . Second, to compute the weights
in (16), we only need to estimate the membership probabilities, not the entire mixture
model. The conditional cumulative distribution functions (CDFs) of the residuals are
monotone and right-continuous. We learn the probabilities by matching the CDFs at
some fixed points in the support of the marginal residual distribution.
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In what follows, we introduce our algorithm A in three steps: gridding, fitting, and
clustering. After the introduction, we provide a numerical experiment to confirm that
our algorithm’s complexity for computing a single PCP interval is linear in n.

Gridding. In the gridding step, we choose a fixed number of points to match the
residual CDFs. This process requires re-running the training algorithm A′ for the
predictive model µ̂ = A′(D′

[n]) on the dataset

D′
[n] = {(X ′

1, Y
′
1), . . . , (X

′
n, Y

′
n)}. (34)

We only need to implement the gridding step once. We will use the same grids to
compute the intervals for all the test points.

We first generate n residuals via a 20-fold cross-validation on D′
[n]. More precisely, we

divide [n] into 20 subsets I(1), . . . , I(20) and compute 20 models

µ̂−I(1) = A′(D′
[n]\I(1)), . . . , µ̂−I(20) = A′(D′

[n]\I(20)).

For every (X ′
j, Y

′
j ) in D′

[n], we let µ̂−j(X
′
j) =

∑20
t=1 1{j ̸∈ I(t)}µ̂−I(t)(X ′

j) denote the
prediction from the model that is not fitted to Y ′

j . Then we compute the residual

R′
j = |Y ′

j − µ̂−j(X
′
j)|. (35)

Every model µ−I(t) is trained on about 5% less data than µ̂. The residuals R′
[n] =

(R′
1, . . . , R

′
n) have a similar support compared to R[n]. We choose s different quantiles

ξ′[s] of the empirical distribution of R′
[n] to represent the support of the distribution of

Ri. For example, we set s = 9 and choose the α-quantiles for α ∈ {0.1, . . . , , 0.9}.

Fitting. For each t ∈ [s] and any value y ∈ Y, we want to fit a model τ yt (X) to
estimate the conditional expectation P{R ≤ ξ′t | X} using the imputed data

(X1, 1{R1 ≤ ξ′t}), . . . , (Xn, 1{Rn ≤ ξ′t}), (Xn+1, 1{Ry
n+1 ≤ ξ′t}). (36)

The imputed label can only take two values, 0 or 1, so we only need to compute two
estimators, τt,0(Xi) and τt,1(Xi), for all values y. Then, we can define

τ yt (Xi) =

{
τt,0(Xi), if Ry

n+1 ≤ ξ′t,

τt,1(Xi), otherwise.
(37)

To prevent τ yt (Xn+1) from over-fitting to 1{Ry
n+1 ≤ ξ′t}, we implement a cross-fitting

strategy: divide the imputed data in (36) into 20 folds and compute every estimate
τ yt (Xi) using the model fitted to the folds that do not contain (Xi, 1{Ri ≤ ξ′t}). To
ensure our algorithm is efficient, we construct the estimators using linear models and
the least-squares method proposed by Kanamori et al. [2009]. This method is different

34



from logistic regression in the Bregman divergences they minimize; see Section 3.1 in
Sugiyama et al. [2012] for more details. Here, we briefly describe the idea.

For every t ∈ [s], we follow Bayes’ rule to estimate P{R ≤ ξ′t | X = x} as

τ̂t(x) = [ntĝt(x)]/[n− nt + ntĝt(x)], (38)

where nt =
∑n

i=1 1{Rn ≤ ξ′t} and gt(x) is an estimator of the conditional density ratio
gt(x) = fX(x | R ≤ ξ′t)/fX(x | R > ξ′t). The mean squared loss of ĝt can be written as∫

[ĝt(x)− gt(x)]
2fX(x | R > ξ′t)dx

=

∫
ĝ2t (x)fX(x | R > ξ′t)dx− 2

∫
ĝt(x)fX(x | R ≤ ξ′t)dx+

∫
g2t (x)fX(x | R > ξ′t)dx.

Observe that the third term does not depend on the estimator ĝt. In other words, we
can construct ĝt by minimizing the empirical version of the first two terms. When ĝt
is linear, the objective function on the first n data points in (36) is given by

min
β

1

n− nt

n∑
i=1

1{Rn > ξ′t}(X⊤
i β)

2 − 2

nt

n∑
i=1

1{Rn ≤ ξ′t}X⊤
i β, (39)

The solution of (39) can be expressed as

β̂ =
n− nt

nt

(
n∑

i=1

1{Rn > ξ′t}X⊤
i Xi

)−1 n∑
i=1

Xi1{Rn ≤ ξ′t}.

Finally, we define τ̂t(x) in (38) using ĝt(x) = max{β̂⊤x, 0}. Given the solution β̂, we
can efficiently compute the least-squares solutions for all the test points and y ∈ Y
using algorithms developed for full conformal prediction [Vovk et al., 2005]. The key
idea is to update β̂ with the last point (Xn+1, 1{Ry

n+1 ≤ ξ′t}), using the Sherman-
Morrison-Woodbury(SMW) identity. The complexity of updating all the estimators for
one test point is O(nd2+ndc), where d is the dimension of X and c is the total number
of linear models to update. When we use 20-fold cross-fitting, c = 20× 2× 9 = 380.
As we will explain later, the constant c can be reduced by computing our interval as
a union when α is small, e.g., 0.1. Using the identity, we can also efficiently update
solutions in kernel regression [Burnaev and Vovk, 2014] and Lasso [Lei, 2019], as well
as in our method with regularization. We can select the regularization hyperparameter
by cross-validating the linear models fitted to the residuals from (35):

(X ′
1, 1{R′

1 ≤ ξ′t}), . . . , (X ′
n, 1{R′

n ≤ ξ′t}). (40)

Clustering. Let (ξ′0, ξ
′
s+1) = (0,∞). The response space Y is covered by

Y(j) =
{
y ∈ Y : Ry

n+1 ∈
[
ξ′j−1, ξ

′
j

)}
,∀j ∈ [s+ 1].
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By definition, ξ′0 < ξ′1 < · · · < ξ′s < ξ′s+1. The estimators τ y1 , . . . , τ ys are unchanged
across y ∈ Y(j) because the binary responses in (36) remain invariant across all
y ∈ Y(j). Thus, we let τ (j)[s] (x) = [τ y1 (x), . . . , τ

y
s (x)] for all y ∈ Y(j) and j ∈ [s+ 1].

We learn the probabilities π by solving the following reconstruction problem,

π
(j)
[n+1],[K], γ

(j)
[K] = argmin

πi,[K]∈∆K−1,γk∈Rs

n+1∑
i=1

∥∥∥τ (j)[s] (Xi)−
K∑
k=1

πi,kγk

∥∥∥2, (41)

where the choice of K will be discussed in Appendix B.1. For every k ∈ [K], γ
(j)
k

estimates the values of an unconditional residual CDF at the points ξ′1, . . . , ξ′s. Then,
π
(j)
i,[K] = (π

(j)
i,1 , . . . , π

(j)
i,K) combines γ(j)[K] = (γ

(j)
1 , . . . , γ

(j)
K ) to reconstruct the estimators

τ
(j)
[s] (Xi). To warm start, we initialize (γ1, . . . , γK) as the K cluster centers from

the k-means++ algorithm [Arthur and Vassilvitskii, 2007] applied to the estimators
τ
(j)
[s] (X1), . . . , τ

(j)
[s] (Xn+1). The algorithm has complexity O(Knd). Then, we improve

the fit by alternating optimization. Fixing γ’s allows us to update each πi,[K] via
mirror descent. Fixing π’s enables us to update γ1,j, . . . , γK,j with a least-squares fit,
which has complexity O(Kns2 +Ks3). Alternating between the two convex problems
will converge to a local minimum of the problem in (41).

PCP interval. Finally, we compute our PCP interval by taking a union:

ĈPCP
n (Xn+1) =

s+1⋃
j=1

Ĉ(j)
n ≡

s+1⋃
j=1

{
y ∈ Y(j) : P (j)

n (y) =
n+1∑
i=1

w̃
(j)
i 1
{
Ri ≥ Ry

n+1

}
> α

}
.

where the weights w̃(j)
i are computed using π

(j)
[n+1],[K] =

[
π
(j)
1,[K] . . . , π

(j)
n+1,[K]

]
for j ∈

[s+1]. In any implementation, we can compute Ĉ(1)
n , . . . , Ĉ

(s+1)
n in a backward fashion.

Once we reach j∗ satisfying Ĉ(j∗)
n ⊂ Y(j∗), we can set the remaining Ĉ(j)

n = Y(j) for all
j = 1, . . . , j∗. This simplification never yields a smaller interval and often returns the
same interval that we want to compute. This is because if j < j∗, it often holds that

P (j)
n (y) > P (j∗)

n (y′),∀y ∈ Y(j) and y′ ∈ Y(j∗).

When α = 0.1, j∗ ≈ s+ 1. Suppose that j∗ = s = 9. To compute the interval, we only
need to compute τt,1(x) for all t ∈ [9] and τ9,0(x) in (37), i.e., update 10× 20 = 200

cross-fitted linear models using the solution β̂ and the SMW identity.

Numerical experiment. We verify the computational complexity of our algorithm
A using the MEPS 19 and 20 datasets [Romano et al., 2019] with 139 features. We
see from Figure 12 that the time required to compute 1000 PCP intervals increases
linearly as the size n of the validation set grows from 2000 to 10000. This verifies our
calculation above, which shows that the computational complexity of A is linear in n.
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Figure 12: Computational time of generating 1000 PCP intervals.

When the validation set size n = 10000, our algorithm A can generate 1000 intervals in
less than 10 minutes on a MacBook Pro laptop with an Intel Core i7 processor. Given
this linearly increasing complexity, we can apply PCP to large datasets, and evaluate
its coverage rate and interval length through hundreds of repeated experiments.

B.1 Hyperparameter selection

Number of cluster distributions K. We choose the number of cluster distributions
K using the dataset D′

[n] in (34) used to pre-fit µ̂. As described in (35), we can use
D′

[n] to generate n extra residuals R′
[n]. We apply the algorithm A on D′

[n] to learn a
membership probabilities estimator. More precisely, using the data in (40), we fit the
same model τ ′t to estimate P{R ≤ ξ′t | X} for all t ∈ [s]. Let τ ′[s] = (τ ′1, . . . , τ

′
s). We

learn the membership probabilities π’s by solving a reconstruction problem,

min
πi,[K]∈∆K−1,γk∈Rs

n∑
i=1

∥∥∥τ ′[s](X ′
i)−

K∑
k=1

πi,kγk

∥∥∥2.
The loss is difficult to minimize when K is too small. We increment K = 1, 2 . . . until
the coefficient of determination improves by less than 0.05 from K to K + 1.

Precision parameter m. Let π′ denote the membership probabilities estimator
using the selected K. For each point (X ′

i, Y
′
i ) in D′

[n], we compute its PCP interval for
Y ′
i using π′ and the other points in D′

[n] as a validation set. More specifically, we let

L̃′ ∼ Multi
(
m,π′(X ′

i)
)

and π̃′(X ′
i) = L̃′/m.

The PCP interval for the response Y ′
i is defined as

ĈPCP
n (X ′

i) =

{
y ∈ Y :

n∑
j=1

w̃ij1
{
R′

j ≥ R′y
i

}
> α

}
,
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where R′y
i = |y − µ̂−i(X

′
i)| for the model µ̂−i described above (35) and w̃ij is given by

w̃ij ∝
K∏
k=1

[
π′
k(X

′
j)
]mπ̃′

k(X
′
i) ∝ exp

{
−m

K∑
k=1

π̃′
k(Xi) log

π′
k(X

′
i)

π′
k(X

′
j)

}
.

Let ∥w̃i∥2 =
∑n

j=1 w̃
2
ij. We define the “effective sample size” of ĈPCP

n (X ′
i) as 1/∥w̃i∥2,

which is a heuristic formula used in the literature of distributional shifts [Gretton
et al., 2009; Reddi et al., 2015; Tibshirani et al., 2019; Barber et al., 2023]. When
the weights w̃ij = 1/n for all j ∈ [n], the effective sample size is n. When the
weights w̃ij are unequal, the effective sample size decreases as the ℓ2-norm increases.
We use the bisection method to search for the largest m ∈ [5, 500] that achieves
n−1

∑n
i=1 ∥w̃i∥22 ≥ 100 or n−1

∑n
i=1wii ≤ 1/30, ensuring both the effective sample size

and the precision parameter m are relatively large to compute our interval in (16).

C Technical proofs

C.1 Proof of Proposition 5

Proof. We denote Ui := 1{Xi > 0} ∼ Bern(ρ), N0 :=
∑n

i=1 Ui ∼ Binomial(n, ρ), and
N1 = n−N0. When Xn+1 ≤ 0, we have

n+1∑
i=1

wi1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} =

∑n+1
i=1 [(1− Ui) + bUi]1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}+ c

N0 +N1b+ 1 + c

=
N0 + 1

N0 +N1b+ 1 + c
×
∑n+1

i=1 (1− Ui)1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}+ bN1 + c

N0 + 1
.

The second equality uses the assumption that the residual Rn+1 at Xn+1 = 0 is smaller
than the residuals Ri at Xi = 1. Then, we have

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) | Xn+1 ≤ 0, N0}

= P

{
n+1∑
i=1

wi1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α
∣∣∣ Xn+1 ≤ 0, N0

}

= P

{∑n+1
i=1 (1− Ui)1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}

N0 + 1
≤ α− (1− α)(N1b+ c)

N0 + 1

∣∣∣ Xn+1 ≤ 0, N0

}

≥ α− (1− α)(N1b+ c) + 1

N0 + 1

= α + (1− α)b− (1− α)[(n+ 1)b+ c] + 1

N0 + 1
.

(42)
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The inequality is obtained by conditioning on which of the N0 units are located at Xi =
0. For example, given X1 = · · · = XN0 = Xn+1 = 1, the residuals R1, . . . , RN0 , Rn+1

are drawn from the same distribution. Then, the empirical average in the second
equality is a valid p-value, which satisfies the inequality in the last line when all the
residuals are distinct [Lei et al., 2018, Theorem 2]. We also note that the probability,

P
{
α− (1− α)(N1b+ c)

N0 + 1
≥ 0

}
= P

{
N1 ≤

α(n+ 1)− (1− α)c

α + (1− α)b

}
,

goes to 1 exponentially fast as n increases, indicating that the inequality above becomes
increasingly accurate for larger sample size n. It follows from (42) that

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) and Xn+1 ≤ 0}

≥ (1− ρ)×
(
α + (1− α)b− [(1− α)[(n+ 1)b+ c] + 1]× E

[
1

N0 + 1

])
= (1− ρ)α− (1− α)bρ [1− ρn]− (1− α)c+ 1

n+ 1

[
1− ρn+1

]
.

(43)

Similarly, when Xn+1 > 1, we have

n+1∑
i=1

wi1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} =

∑n+1
i=1 [a(1− Ui) + Ui]1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}+ c

N0a+N1 + 1 + c

=
N1 + 1

N0a+N1 + 1 + c
×
∑n+1

i=1 Ui1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}+ c

N1 + 1
.

The mis-coverage rate of Ĉn(Xn+1) conditional on Xn+1 > 1 can be expressed as

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) | Xn+1 > 0, N1}

= P

{
n+1∑
i=1

wi1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α
∣∣∣ Xn+1 > 0, N1

}

= P

{∑n+1
i=1 Ui1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}

N1 + 1
≤ α +

αN0a− (1− α)c

N1 + 1

∣∣∣ Xn+1 > 0, N1

}

≥ α +
αN0a− (1− α)c− 1

N1 + 1

= α− αa+
α(n+ 1)a− (1− α)c− 1

N1 + 1
.

(44)

As explained in (42), the inequality is tight since the probability

P
{
α +

αN0a− (1− α)c

N1 + 1
≥ 0

}
= P

{
N1 ≥

−α(na+ 1) + (1− α)c

α(1− a)

}
,
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which goes to 1 as n increases; it is 1 if the numerator is negative. Then,

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) and Xn+1 > 0}

≥ ρ×
(
α− αa+ [α(n+ 1)a− (1− α)c− 1]× E

[
1

N1 + 1

])
= ρα + αa(1− ρ) [1− (1− ρ)n]− (1− α)c+ 1

n+ 1

[
1− (1− ρ)n+1

]
.

(45)

Using (43) and (45), we can lower bound the mis-coverage rate of Ĉn(Xn+1) as follows:

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1)} ≥ α + αa(1− ρ)
[
1− (1− ρ)N

]
− (1− α)bρ

[
1− ρN

]
− 2[(1− α)c+ 1]/[n+ 1].

This proves the claim in the proposition. When c = −1, the interval Ĉn(Xn+1) is
defined using the first n data points. In other words, we have

Ĉ−
n (Xn+1) =

[
µ̂(Xn+1)±Q1−α

(
n∑

i=1

w−
i δRi

)]
,

where w−
i = wi × [N0 +N1b+ 1]/[N0 +N1b]. When Xn+1 ≤ 0,

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉ−
n (Xn+1) | Xn+1 ≤ 0, N0, N1}

= P

{
n+1∑
i=1

w−
i 1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α +

1

N0 +N1b

∣∣∣∣ Xn+1 ≤ 0, N0, N1

}

= P

{
n+1∑
i=1

wi1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α′ :=

[
α +

1

N0 +N1b

]
× N0 +N1b

N0 +N1b+ 1

∣∣∣∣ Xn+1 ≤ 0, N0, N1

}

≥ α′ − (1− α′)N1b

N0 + 1
− 1

N0 + 1

= − N1b+ 1

N0 + 1
+
α(N0 +N1b) + 1

N0 + 1

= α + (1− α)b− (1− α)(n+ 1)b+ α

N0 + 1
.

The inequality follows from (42) with c = 0. Similarly, we can show that

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉ−
n (Xn+1) | Xn+1 > 0, N0, N1} ≥ α− αa+

α(n+ 1)a− α

N1 + 1
,

using (44) with c = 0. Then,

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉ−
n (Xn+1)} = E

[
P

{
n+1∑
i=1

wi1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α

∣∣∣∣ Xn+1, N0, N1

}]
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≥ α + (1− α)(1− ρ)b− (1− ρ)[(1− α)(n+ 1)b+ α]E
[

1

N0 + 1

]
= α + αa(1− ρ)

[
1− (1− ρ)N

]
− (1− α)bρ

[
1− ρN

]
− 2α/[n+ 1],

which confirms that the proposition holds with c = −1.

C.2 Proof of Proposition 1

Proof. By the definition w∗
i , we have w∗

1, . . . , w
∗
n+1 ⊥⊥ Xn+1 | π∗(Xn+1). By the

definition of Ĉ∗
n(Xn+1) in (5), we have

Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉ∗
n(Xn+1) ⇐⇒ P̂ ∗

n :=
n+1∑
i=1

w∗
i 1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α.

which shows that the miscoverage event {Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉ∗
n(Xn+1)} only depends on Xn+1

through Rn+1 and π∗(Xn+1) in the weights w∗
1, . . . , w

∗
n+1. Under the model (4),

Rn+1 ⊥⊥ Xn+1 | π∗(Xn+1).

The probability of miscoverage given π∗(Xn+1) and Xn+1 is independent of Xn+1 :

P
{
P̂ ∗
n ≤ α

∣∣ Xn+1, π
∗(Xn+1)

}
= P

{
P̂ ∗
n ≤ α

∣∣ π∗(Xn+1)
}
.

Conversely, the probability given π∗(Xn+1) and Xn+1 is independent of π∗(Xn+1):

P
{
P̂ ∗
n ≤ α

∣∣ Xn+1, π
∗(Xn+1)

}
= P

{
P̂ ∗
n ≤ α

∣∣ Xn+1

}
.

which proves the claim as required.

C.3 Proof of Theorem 1 and Proposition 2

Proof. Below, we prove Proposition 2, which also covers Theorem 1 by replacing πy

with π∗. Let zi = (xi, yi) and ri = |yi − µ̂(xi)|. Conditional on

Z[n+1] ∈ Dz := {z1 . . . , zn+1} and π̃Yn+1(Xn+1) = l̃/m, (46)

the probability of Zn+1 = zj can be written as

P{Zn+1 = zj | Z[n+1] ∈ Dz, π̃
Yn+1(Xn+1) = l̃/m}

=

∑
σ:σ(n+1)=j pZ[n+1]

(zσ(1), . . . zσ(n+1))
∏K

k=1

[
π
yj
k (xj)

]l̃k∑n+1
i=1

∑
σ′:σ′(n+1)=i pZ[n+1]

(zσ′(1), . . . zσ′(n+1))
∏K

k′=1

[
πyi
k′ (xi)

]l̃k′ (By Bayes’ rule)
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=

∑
σ:σ(n+1)=j

∏K
k=1

[
π
yj
k (xj)

]l̃k∑n+1
i=1

∑
σ′:σ′(n+1)=i

∏K
k′=1

[
πyi
k′ (xi)

]l̃k′ (By the exchangeability of Z[n+1])

=

∏K
k=1

[
πk(xj)

]l̃k∑n+1
i=1

∏K
k′=1

[
πk′(xi)

]l̃k′ (By the symmetry of A)

= w̃j({z1 . . . , zn+1}) (By the definition of w̃j).

The probability of mis-coverage can be rewritten as

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈPCP
n (Xn+1) | Z[n+1] ∈ Dz, π̃

Yn+1(Xn+1) = l̃/m}

=
n+1∑
j=1

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈPCP
n (Xn+1) | Z[n+1] ∈ Dz, π̃

Yn+1(Xn+1) = l̃/m, Zn+1 = zj}

× P{Zn+1 = zj | π̃Yn+1(Xn+1) = l̃/m, Z[n+1] ∈ Dz}

=
n+1∑
j=1

w̃j({z1 . . . , zn+1})1

{
n+1∑
i=1

w̃i({z1 . . . , zn+1})1{ri ≥ rj} ≤ α

}
≤ α.

(47)

The last equality uses the weight expression above and that Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈPCP
n (Xn+1) is

deterministic under the conditional event. More precisely, the non-random membership
probabilities π = πYn+1 are functions of Dz. As functions of π̃(Xn+1) = l̃/m and Dz,
the weights in our interval are also fixed. Finally, Zn+1 = zj fixes the test point, which
does not affect the weights of our interval given π̃(Xn+1) = l̃/m. The last step is
achieved by the deterministic inequality in Lemma A.1 in Harrison [2012].

Following the proof of the same Lemma A.1, we lower bound the probability of
miscoverage. Without loss of generality, we assume that r1 < · · · < rn+1. Otherwise,
we can sort them from the smallest to the largest. Let j∗ be the smallest j ∈ [n+ 1]
such that

∑n+1
i=1 w̃i1{ri ≥ rj} ≤ α. Then, we have

n+1∑
j=1

w̃j1

{
n+1∑
i=1

w̃i1{ri ≥ rj} ≤ α

}
=

n+1∑
j=j∗

w̃j =
n+1∑

j=j∗−1

w̃j − w̃j∗−1 > α− w̃j∗−1.

By the definition of j∗,
∑n+1

j=j∗−1 w̃j > α, which gives the inequality above. Upper
bounding w̃j∗−1 by maxi∈[n+1] w̃i∗ proves the claim as required.

C.4 Proof of Theorem 2

By the definition (5), the interval Ĉ∗
n(Xn+1) is infinite when w∗

n+1 ≥ α, i.e.,

ϕ∗(Xn+1, Xn+1) ≥
α

1− α

n∑
i=1

ϕ∗(Xi, Xn+1).
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By the expression of ϕ∗(Xi, Xn+1) in (12), that is when

H := −
K∑
k=1

L̃k log π
∗
k(Xn+1) ≤ − log

(
α

1− α

n∑
i=1

K∗∏
k=1

[π∗
k(Xi)]

L̃k

)
:= ϵ(α,X[n], L̃). (48)

When L̃ is fixed, the random variable H does not have a known distribution due to
the mutual dependence between π∗

j (Xn+1) and π∗
k(Xn+1) for j ̸= k. Nevertheless, we

can compute the moment-generating function (MGF) of H as follows:

E[etH | L̃] = E

[
K∗∏
k

[π∗
k(Xn+1)]

−tL̃k

∣∣∣∣∣ L̃
]

=

∫ K∗∏
k

π−tL̃k
k Dir(π; Λ + L̃)dπ

=
1

B(Λ + L̃)

∫ K∗∏
k

π−tL̃k
k

K∗∏
k

πΛk+L̃k−1
k dπ

= B(Λ + [1− t]L̃)/B(Λ + L̃)

=
Γ(Λ̄ +m)

Γ(Λ̄ + [1− t]m)

K∗∏
k=1

Γ(Λk + [1− t]L̃k)

Γ(Λk + L̃k)
,

where Λ̄ =
∑K∗

k=1 Λk. By minimizing H in terms of π∗(Xn+1) subject to the constraints
of the probability simplex, we can show that H is lower bounded by

Hmin := −
K∑
k=1

L̃k log π̃
∗
k(Xn+1) = −m

K∑
k=1

π̃∗
k(Xn+1) log π̃

∗
k(Xn+1), (49)

which is non-random given L̃. The MGF of H −Hmin is given by

MH−Hmin
(t) = E

[
et[H−Hmin] | L̃

]
=

K∗∏
k=1

[π̃∗(Xn+1)]
tL̃k

Γ(Λ̄ +m)

Γ(Λ̄ + [1− t]m)

K∗∏
k=1

Γ(Λk + [1− t]L̃k)

Γ(Λk + L̃k)
.

(50)

We let M (j) denote the j-th order derivative of MH−Hmin
(t) as follows:

M (0) ≡MH−Hmin
(t) and M (j) := dkMH−Hmin

(t)/dtk for j ∈ N+.

The following is the key lemma used to prove Theorem 2. We defer its proof to
Appendix C.4.2. Ignoring the error term, the lemma shows that the moments of
H −Hmin matches the moments of the exponential distribution Exp(1 + Λ̄/m).
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Lemma 1. For b ∈ N+, the b-th moment of H −Hmin can be written as

E
[
(H −Hmin)

b | π̃(Xn+1) = Λ/Λ̄
]
=

b!(
1 + Λ̄/m

)b +O(1/m).

Using Lemma 1, we can write the characteristic function of H −Hmin as

ϕH−Hmin
(t) = 1 +

∞∑
b=1

ibE
[
(H −Hmin)

b | π̃(Xn+1) = Λ/Λ̄
]

b!
tb =

m+ Λ̄

m+ Λ̄−mit
+O(1/m).

The CDF of H −Hmin is given by

FH−Hmin
(h) =

∫ h

0

1

2π

∫ ∞

−∞
exp(−ith′)ϕH−Hmin

(t)dtdh′ = 1−exp{−(1+Λ̄/m)h}+O(1/m).

Then, by the equivalence and the definition of ϵ(α,X[n], L̃) in (48), we have

P
{
|Ĉ∗

n(Xn+1)| <∞
∣∣ X[n], π̃(Xn+1) = Λ/Λ̄

}
= P

{
H −Hmin ≥ ϵ(α,X[n], L̃)−Hmin | X[n], π̃(Xn+1) = Λ/Λ̄

}
= exp

{
(1 + Λ̄/m) log

(
α

1− α

n∑
i=1

K∗∏
k=1

[πk(Xi)]
L̃k

)
+ (1 + Λ̄/m)Hmin

}
∧ 1 +O(1/m)

=

{
α

1− α

n∑
i=1

K∗∏
k=1

[πk(Xi)]
L̃k/

K∗∏
k=1

[π̃k(Xn+1)]
L̃k

}1+Λ̄/m

∧ 1 +O(1/m)

=

{
α

1− α

n∑
i=1

exp

(
K∗∑
k=1

L̃k log
πk(Xi)

π̃k(Xn+1)

)}1+Λ̄/m

∧ 1 +O(1/m)

=min

{
α

1− α

n∑
i=1

exp

(
−m

K∗∑
k=1

DKL
(
π̃∗(Xn+1)∥π∗(Xi)

))
, 1

}(m+Λ̄)/m

+O(1/m),

(51)

whre the third equality is obtained by the definition of Hmin in (49).

C.4.1 Numerical experiments for Theorem 2

The proof of Theorem 2 is based on Lemma 1, which shows that H −Hmin (defined in
(48) and (49)) approximately follows an exponential distribution Exp(1 + Λ̄/m). We
next verify our theory on three different Dirichlet distributions. When π̃∗(Xn+1) =
Λ/Λ̄, the posterior distribution of π∗(Xn+1) given π̃∗(Xn+1) can be expressed as
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Figure 13: The exponential distribution Exp(1+Λ̄/m) and the Monte-Carlo simulations
of H −Hmin under the Dirichlet posterior Dir(Λ +mΛ/Λ̄) with m = 20.

Dir(Λ +mΛ/Λ̄). We draw 5000 random samples from the posterior to construct a
Monte-Carlo approximation of the distribution of H −Hmin. Figure 13 shows that
the Monte-Carlo approximation aligns well with Exp(1 + Λ̄/m) for m = 20 and three
different values of Λ. This result confirms that the first term in (51) gives an accurate
approximation of the probability that our interval has a finite length.

C.4.2 Proof of Lemma 1

Proof. The derivative of each term in MH−Hmin
(t) in (50) involves itself. First,

d

dt

(
[π̃∗(Xn+1)]

tL̃k

)
= [π̃∗

k(Xn+1)]
tL̃k × L̃k ln π̃

∗
k(Xn+1).

The derivative of Γ(Λ + tL̃) can be written as

d

dt

(
Γ(Λ̄ +m)

Γ(Λ̄ + [1− t]m)

)
=

Γ(Λ̄ +m)

Γ(Λ̄ + [1− t]m)
×mψ(Λ̄ + [1− t]m),
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where ψ(v) = d ln Γ(v)/dv is the digamma function. Similarly, we have

d

dt

(
Γ(Λk + [1− t]L̃k)

Γ(Λk + L̃k)

)
= −Γ(Λk + [1− t]L̃k)

Γ(Λk + L̃k)
× L̃kψ(Λ̄k + [1− t]L̃k).

By the last three equations, we can express the first-order derivative of M(t) as

M (1) = G(0)M (0), (52)

where the function G(0) is defined as

G(0)(t) =
K∑
k=1

L̃k log π̃
∗
k(Xn+1) +mψ(Λ̄ + [1− t]m)−

K∗∑
k=1

L̃kψ(Λk + [1− t]L̃k).

It is well-known that ψ can be approximated as follows:

ψ(v) = ln(v)− 1

2v
− 1

12v2
+

1

120v4
− 1

252v6
+ · · · ≈ ln(v)− 1

2v
.

Then, we approximate the above expression of G(0) as

G(0) ≈
K∑
k=1

L̃k log π̃
∗
k(Xn+1) +

K∗∑
k=1

L̃k ln

(
Λ̄ + [1− t]m)

Λk + [1− t]L̃k)

)

+
K∗∑
k=1

(
L̃k

2[Λk + [1− t]L̃k]

)
− m

2[Λ̄ + [1− t]m)]

=
K∑
k=1

L̃k log π̃
∗
k(Xn+1) +

K∗∑
k=1

L̃k ln

(
Λ̄/m+ [1− t])

Λk/L̃k + [1− t])
× 1

π̃∗
k(Xn+1)

)
+

(K∗ − 1)m

2Λ̄ + 2[1− t]m

=
(K∗ − 1)m

2Λ̄ + 2[1− t]m
.

(53)

The last equality is due to Λ̄/m = Λk/L̃k, which follows from the condition that
π̃∗(Xn+1) = L̃k/m = Λk/Λ̄. The approximation error can be written as

G(0) − (K∗ − 1)m

2Λ̄ + 2[1− t]m
=

∞∑
j=1

Cj

{
K∗∑
k=1

(
L̃k

[Λk + [1− t]L̃k]2j

)
− m

[Λ̄ + [1− t]m)]2j

}

=
∞∑
j=1

Cj

{
K∗∑
k=1

1

L̃2j−1
k

− 1

m2j−1

}
m2j

[Λ̄ + [1− t]m)]2j
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=
∞∑
j=1

Cj

{
K∗∑
k=1

(Λ̄/Λk)
2j−1 − 1

}
m

[Λ̄ + [1− t]m)]2j
= O(1/m),

where C2 = −1/12, C4 = 1/120, . . . , are coefficients in the expansion of ψ above. The
second equality is obtained by Λ̄/m = Λk/L̃k:

L̃k

[Λk + [1− t]L̃k]2j
=

1

L̃2j−1
k

×
[

m/Λ̄

1 + [1− t]m/Λ̄

]2j
=

1

L̃2j−1
k

× m2j

[Λ̄ + [1− t]m)]2j
.

When K∗ = 3, using (53), the b-th order derivative of G(0) is

G(b) =
db

dtb

(
m

Λ̄ + [1− t]m

)
+

∞∑
j=1

Cj

{
K∗∑
k=1

1

L̃2j−1
k

− 1

m2j−1

}
(2j + k − 1)!mb+1

(2j − 1)![Λ̄ + [1− t]m)]2j+b

=
b!mb+1

(Λ̄ + [1− t]m)b+1
+O(1/m).

(54)

Then, M (1)(t) in (52) can be written as

M (1)(t) =
mM (0)

Λ̄ + [1− t]m
+O(1/m). (55)

By M (0)(0) =MH−Hmin
(0) = 1, we can express the first moment of H −Hmin as

E
[
H −Hmin | X[n], π̃(Xn+1) = Λ/Λ̄

]
=M (1)(0) =

m

Λ̄ +m
+O(1/m),

which proves the claim for b = 1. We next use induction to prove the claim for
b = 2, 3, . . . . More precisely, we will show that for any b ∈ N+,

M (b) = b!

(
m

Λ̄ + [1− t]m

)b

M (0) +O(1/m). (56)

We first compute the second, third and fourth-order derivative of MH−Hmin
(t) to

illustrate the idea. As shown in the first and second row in Figure 14, we differentiate
M (0) and G(0) respectively to obtain the expression of M (2) as follows:

M (2) = G(1)M (0) +G(0)M (1) = 2

(
m

Λ̄ + [1− t]m

)2

M (0) +O(1/m),

by the expressions of G(b) in (54) and M (1) in (55). Similarly, in the third and fourth
rows of the same figure, further differentiating M (b) gives that

M (3) = G(2)M (0) + 2G(1)M (1) +G(0)M (2),
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Figure 14: The paths of computing the j-th order derivatives of MH−Hmin
(t) for j ∈ [4].

M (4) = G(3)M (0) + 3G(2)M (1) + 3G(1)M (2) +G(0)M (2).

Because of the multiplicative structure in (52), the expression of M (b) involves terms

G(c)M (d),∀c, d ∈ {0, 1, 2, . . . } such that c+ d = b− 1.

In other words, we can write G(c)M (d) = G(c)M (b−1−c) in the expression of M (b). From
G(0)M (0) in the first row to one of the G(c)M (b−1−c)’s in the b-th row in Figure 14, we
need to go through the derivatives G(1), G(2), . . . , G(c−1) in some previous rows. For
example, the two coloured paths in the figure highlight two of the paths for obtaining
the term G(2)M (1) in the expression of M (4). In the yellow path, G(1) appears in the
second row, and G(2) appears in the fourth row, while in the blue path, G(1) appears
in the second row and G(2) appears in the fourth row. In general, there are

(
b−1
c

)
paths

to obtain the term G(c)M (b−1−c) in the b-th row. Therefore, we have the expression,

M (b) =
b−1∑
c=0

(
b− 1

c

)
G(c)M (b−1−c). (57)

It is straightforward to show that (57) holds for the expression of M (b) above for
b ∈ [4]. Suppose that the expression holds for M (b). Differentiating the expression gives

M (b+1) =
b−1∑
c=0

(
b− 1

c

)
G(c+1)M (b−1−c) +

b−1∑
c=0

(
b− 1

c

)
G(c)M (b−c)

=
b∑

c=1

(
b− 1

c− 1

)
G(c)M (b−c) +

b−1∑
c=0

(
b− 1

c

)
G(c)M (b−c)

=
b−1∑
c=1

[(
b− 1

c− 1

)
+

(
b− 1

c

)]
G(c)M (b−c) +G(b)M (0) +G(0)M (b)
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=
b∑

c=0

(
b

c

)
G(c)M (b−c),

which proves the expression (57) holds for b+ 1.

Similarly, substituting G(c) in (54) and M (b−c) in (56) into (57), we have

M (b+1) =
b∑

c=0

(
b

c

)[
c!mc+1

(Λ̄ + [1− t]m)c+1

][
(b− c)!

(
m

Λ̄ + [1− t]m

)b−c

M (0)

]
+O(1/m)

=
b∑

c=0

(
b

c

)
c!(b− c)!

(
m

Λ̄ + [1− t]m

)b+1

M (0) +O(1/m)

= b!
b∑

c=0

(
m

Λ̄ + [1− t]m

)b+1

M (0) +O(1/m)

= b!

(
m

Λ̄ + [1− t]m

)b+1

M (0) +O(1/m),

which proves that the expression (56) holds for b+ 1 by induction.

C.5 Proof of Theorem 3

In Theorem 3, the KL-based weights are constructed using a fixed π, which does not
depend on R[n+1]. Below, we prove the theorem for any weighted interval,

Ĉn(Xn+1) =

{
y :

n+1∑
i=1

wi1{Ri ≥ Ry
n+1} > α

}
,

where wi := wi(X[n+1], R[n]\{i}) is a measurable function ofX[n+1] andR[n]\{i}, excluding
Ri and Rn+1. This result means even if we allow the weights to depend on R[n+1],
the coverage guarantee in the theorem can still hold approximately, provided that
our mixture learning algorithm A remains stable when leaving out Ri and Rn+1.
Additionally, we require the last weight, wn+1, to be the maximum of all the wi, a
condition satisfied by the KL-based weights used in the theorem.

Proof. By the definition of Ĉn(Xn+1) above, we have

Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) ⇔
n+1∑
i=1

wi1 {Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α.
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By the deterministic inequality in Lemma A.1 in Harrison [2012], we can upper bound
the coverage gap P

{
Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1)

∣∣ X[n+1]

}
− α by

E

[
1

{
n+1∑
i=1

wi1 {Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α

}
−

n+1∑
j=1

wj1

{
n+1∑
i′=1

wi′1 {Ri′ ≥ Rj} ≤ α

} ∣∣∣∣∣ X[n+1]

]

=
n+1∑
j=1

E

[
wj

(
1

{
n+1∑
i=1

wi1 {Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α

}
− 1

{
n+1∑
i′=1

wi′1 {Ri′ ≥ Rj} ≤ α

}) ∣∣∣∣∣ X[n+1]

]

≡
n+1∑
j=1

E
[
wj(X[n+1], R[n]/{j})ϵj(X[n+1], R[n+1])

∣∣ X[n+1]

]
,

(58)

where ϵj(X[n+1], R[n+1]) is defined as the expectation of the difference between the two
indicator functions in the second line conditional on X[n+1] and R[n]/{j}. Under the
mixture model (4), we can rewrite each residual Rj as

Rj
d
=

K∗∑
k=1

1{Uj = k}R̃k, (59)

where Uj ∼
∑K∗

k=1 π
∗(Xj)δk and R̃k ∼ f ∗

k for k ∈ [K∗]. Denote

∆(R−j, Rj) = α−
n∑

i′ ̸=j

wi1 {Ri′ ≥ Rj} and

P−j
k′,k {·} = P

{
·| Un+1 = k′, Uj = k,X[n+1], R[n]/{j}

}
.

The term ϵ(X[n+1], R[n]/{j}) in (58) can be rewritten as

K∗∑
k=1

π∗
k(Xn+1)

K∗∑
k′=1

π∗
k′(Xj)P−j

k,k′

{
wj1

{
Rj ≥ Rn+1

}
+ wn+1 ≤ ∆(R−j, Rn+1)

}
−

K∗∑
k=1

π∗
k(Xj)

K∗∑
k′=1

π∗
k′(Xn+1)P−j

k′,k

{
wj + wn+11

{
Rn+1 ≥ Rj

}
≤ ∆(R−j, Rj)

}
≤

K∗∑
k=1

K∗∑
k′=1

[
π∗
k(Xn+1)π

∗
k′(Xj)− π∗

k(Xj)π
∗
k′(Xn+1)

]
× P−j

k′,k

{
wj + wn+11

{
Rn+1 ≥ Rj

}
≤ ∆(R−j, Rj)

}
≤

K∗∑
k′=1

|π∗
k′(Xj)− π∗

k′(Xn+1)|P
{
wj + wn+11

{
R̃k′ ≥ Rn+1

}
≤ ∆(R−j, Rn+1)

∣∣∣ X[n+1], R[n]/{j}
}

+
K∗∑
k=1

|π∗
k(Xn+1)− π∗

k(Xj)|P
{
wj + wn+11

{
Rn+1 ≥ R̃k

}
≤ ∆(R−j, R̃k)

∣∣∣ X[n+1], R[n]/{j}
}
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≤ 2
K∗∑
k=1

|π∗
k(Xn+1)− π∗

k(Xj)|P
{
wj ≤ ∆(R−j,max{Rn+1, R̃k})

∣∣∣ X[n+1], R[n]/{j}
}

≤ 2
K∗∑
k=1

|π∗
k(Xn+1)− π∗

k(Xj)|.

The first inequality is obtained by wn+1 ≥ wj for all j, which implies that(
wn+1 − wj

)(
1− 1

{
Rn+1 ≥ Rj

})
≥ 0

⇔ wj1
{
Rn+1 ≥ Rj

}
+ wn+1 ≥ wj + wn+11

{
Rn+1 ≥ Rj

}
.

The second inequality is achieved by applying

π∗
k(Xn+1)π

∗
k′(Xj)− π∗

k(Xj)π
∗
k′(Xn+1)

≤ |π∗
k′(Xj)− π∗

k′(Xn+1)|π∗
k(Xn+1) + |π∗

k(Xn+1)− π∗
k(Xj)|π∗

k′(Xn+1),

along with (59) and the definition of P−j
k′,k. Finally, we prove the claim by substituting

the upper bound of ϵ(X[n+1], R[n]/{j}) above into (58).

C.6 Proof of Theorem 4

Proof. The proof below follows from the one of Theorem 6 of Barber et al. [2023]. Under
the mixture model (4), we have Rj

d
=
∑K∗

k=1 1{Uj = k}R̃k, where Uj ∼
∑K∗

k=1 π
∗(Xj)δk

and R̃k ∼ f ∗
k for k ∈ [K∗]. Let Bi = 1{Ui = Un+1}. We have

Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) ⇒
n+1∑
i=1

wKL,iBi1 {Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α

⇔
n+1∑
i=1

wiBi1 {Ri ≥ Rn+1}

≤ α

∑n
i=1 ϕi + 1∑n

j=1 ϕjBj + 1
≡ αδ(X[n+1], U[n+1]),

(60)

where ϕi = ϕ(Xi, Xn+1) = exp{−mDKL(π(Xn+1)∥π(Xi))} and wi is the renormalized
weights over the data points with Ui = Un+1.

Let Uk = {i ∈ [n+ 1] : Ui = k}. All Ri’s for i ∈ Uk are i.i.d. drawn from f ∗
k . Then,

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) | X[n+1], U[n], Un+1 = k}

≤ P

{∑
i∈Uk

wi1 {Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ αδ(X[n+1], U[n+1])

∣∣∣∣ X[n+1], U[n], Un+1 = k

}
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=
∑
j∈Uk

wjP

{∑
i∈Uk

wi1 {Ri ≥ Rj} ≤ αδ(X[n+1], U[n+1])

∣∣∣∣ X[n+1], U[n], Un+1 = k

}

= E

[∑
j∈Uk

wj1

{∑
i∈Uk

wi1 {Ri ≥ Rj} ≤ αδ(X[n+1], U[n+1])

} ∣∣∣∣∣ X[n+1], U[n], Un+1 = k

]
≤ αδ(X[n+1], U[n], k),

by the deterministic inequality in Lemma A.1 in Harrison [2012]. Then,

P{Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1) | X[n], Un+1} ≤ αE
{
δ(X[n+1], U[n+1]) | X[n+1], Un+1

}
. (61)

Next, we use induction to prove an upper bound for the expectation in the RHS of
(61). Without loss of generality, we assume that the probabilities π∗

k(Xi) are ordered
such that π∗

k(X1) ≤ · · · ≤ π∗
k(Xn). When n = 1, for any b ≥ 0,

E

{
ϕ1 + b+ 1

ϕ1B1 + b+ 1

∣∣∣∣∣ X[n], Un+1 = k

}
= πk(X1) + [1− πk(X1)]

ϕ1 + b+ 1

b+ 1

=
[1− πk(X1)]ϕ1 + b+ 1

b+ 1

≤ [1− πk(X1)]ϕ1 + b+ πk(X1)ϕ1

b+ πk(X1)ϕ1

=
ϕ1 + b

ϕ1πk(X1) + b
.

(62)

The inequality is obtained by πk(X1)ϕ1 ≤ 1 and that f(x) = [x + a]/[x + b] is a
decreasing function of x, with a negative derivative (b− a)/(b+ x)2 for any a > b ≥ 0.

When n ≥ 2 and Un+1 = k, we have Bi
d
= AiB

(i)
n for all i ∈ [n − 1], where Ai ∼

Bern(πk(Xi)/πk(Xn)) and B(i)
n ∼ Bern(πk(Xn)). For any b ≥ 0, we have

E

{ ∑n
j=1 ϕj + b+ 1∑n

i=1 ϕiBi + b+ 1

∣∣∣∣∣ X[n], Un+1 = k

}

= E

{ ∑n
j=1 ϕj + b+ 1∑n−1

i=1 ϕiAiB
(i)
n + ϕnBn + b+ 1

∣∣∣∣∣ X[n], Un+1 = k

}

= E

{
E

[ ∑n−1
j=1 ϕjAj + ϕn + b+ 1∑n−1

i=1 ϕiAiB
(i)
n + ϕnBn + b+ 1

∣∣∣∣∣ X[n+1], A[n−1]

]

×
∑n

j=1 ϕj + b+ 1∑n−1
j=1 ϕjAj + ϕn + b+ 1

∣∣∣∣∣ X[n], Un+1 = k

}

≤ E

{ ∑n−1
j=1 ϕjAj + ϕn + b

(
∑n−1

i=1 ϕiAi + ϕn)πk(Xn) + b
×

∑n
j=1 ϕj + b+ 1∑n−1

j=1 ϕjAj + ϕn + b+ 1

∣∣∣∣∣ X[n], Un+1 = k

}
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≤ E

{ ∑n−1
j=1 ϕjAj + ϕn + b

(
∑n−1

i=1 ϕiAi + ϕn)πk(Xn) + b

∣∣∣∣∣ X[n], Un+1 = k

}

× E

{ ∑n
j=1 ϕj + b+ 1∑n−1

j=1 ϕjAj + ϕn + b+ 1

∣∣∣∣∣ X[n], Un+1 = k

}

≤
∑n−1

j=1 ϕjπk(Xj)/πk(Xn) + ϕn + b

(
∑n−1

i=1 ϕiπk(Xi)/πk(Xn) + ϕn)πk(Xn) + b
×

∑n
j=1 ϕj + b∑n−1

j=1 ϕjπk(Xj)/πk(Xn) + ϕn + b

=

∑n
j=1 ϕj + b∑n

i=1 ϕiπk(Xi) + b
. (63)

In the second equality, only the i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables B(1)
n , . . . , B

(n)
n , Bn

are random given Xn+1 and A[n−1]. We then apply case 2 of Lemma 3 in Barber et al.
[2023] (i.e. the inverse binomial lemma in Ramdas et al. [2019]) to obtain the first
inequality. In the fourth line, the first term is an increasing function of

∑n−1
j=1 ϕjAj

if πk(Xn) < 1, otherwise a constant function 1 if πk(Xn) = 1. The second term is a
decreasing function of

∑n−1
j=1 ϕjAj . The covariance between the first and second terms

is zero or negative, which gives the second inequality above. In the last inequality, the
first term is obtained by Jensen’s inequality. When n = 2, the second term is obtained
by (62) with B1 changed to A1 and b changed to b+ ϕ2.

Once eq. (63) holds for n = 2, we can apply it to bound the second term in the last
inequality for n = 3, with (B1, B2) changed to (A1, A2) and b changed to b+ ϕ3. By
induction, we can prove that eq. (63) holds for any positive integer n. Then using the
definition of δ(X[n+1], U[n+1]) in (60), (61) and (63) for b = 0, we obtain

E
{
δ(X[n+1], U[n+1]) | X[n+1], Un+1

}
≤

∑n
j=1 ϕj∑n

i=1 ϕiπUn+1(Xi)
≤ 1∑n

i=1wKL,iπUn+1(Xi)
.

Marginalizing out Un+1 given Xn+1 gives the bound in the theorem.

D PAC guarantees

In this section, we first review the PAC guarantee for the unweighted SCP interval,
and extend the proof to weighted prediction intervals. In general, the proofs of PAC
guarantees rely on concentration inequalities without requiring any algorithm to be a
symmetric function of the data Z[n+1]. In the following, we mainly use the notation
Z[n+1] instead of D[n+1]. For the intervals Ĉn(Xn+1) considered in this paper, the
miscoverage event {Yn+1 ̸∈ Ĉn(Xn+1)} is equivalent to

p(Z[n+1]) :=
n+1∑
i=1

wi(Z[n+1])1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α. (64)
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We define a slightly different p-value which assigns zero weight to Rn+1,

p′(Z[n+1]) :=
n∑

i=1

w′
i(Z[n+1])1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}, (65)

where w′
i are renormalized over the first n residuals. For the SCP interval in (1),

wi(Z[n+1]) = 1/(n+ 1) and w′
i(Z[n+1]) = 1/n. We define

α(Z[n]) = P
{
p(Z[n+1]) ≤ α | Z[n]

}
and α′(Z[n]) = P

{
p′(Z[n+1]) ≤ α | Z[n]

}
. (66)

We begin with a simple lemma that will be used in the results below.

Lemma 2. With probability 1, p(Z[n+1]) ≥ p′(Z[n+1]).

Proof. Since wi(Z[n+1]) is normalized over all the data points while w′
i(Z[n+1]) is only

normalized over first n points, we have wi(Z[n+1]) ≤ w′
i(Z[n+1]),∀i ∈ [n]. Then,

p(Z[n+1])− p′(Z[n+1]) = wn+1(Z[n+1]) +
n∑

i=1

[
wi(Z[n+1])− w′

i(Z[n+1])
]
1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}

≥ wn+1(Z[n+1]) +
n∑

i=1

[
wi(Z[n+1])− w′

i(Z[n+1])
]
= 0,

which proves the claim as required.

D.1 Recap

Proposition 6 (Proposition 2a in Vovk [2012]). If the data points Z[n+1] are i.i.d.,
for any δ ∈ (0, 0.5], with probability at least 1− δ, the SCP interval in (1) satisfies

α(Z[n]) = P
{
Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈSCP

n (Xn+1) | Z[n]

}
≤ α +

√
log(1/δ)

2n
. (67)

The guarantee in (67) means that the coverage rate over many test points is close to
α for large sample size n. We next revisit two standard proofs of Proposition 6.

Proof. By Lemma 2, it suffices to prove (67) holds for α′(Z[n]) in (66), where p′(Z[n+1]) =
n−1

∑n
i=1 1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α. Proposition 2a in Vovk [2012] shows that

α′(Z[n]) ∼ Beta
(
nα, n+ 1− nα

)
for nα = ⌊α(n+ 1)⌋, (68)
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which is the distribution of the nα-smallest sample in n+ 1 i.i.d. standard uniform
random variables. The event {α′(Z[n]) ≤ α} occurs when the sample quantile of R[n]

is larger than the true marginal quantile of Rn+1. We have

Fα′(Z[n])

(
α +∆;nα, n+ 1− nα

)
= 1− Binomial(nα − 1;n, α+∆).

The LHS is the probability that the nα-smallest standard uniform random variable
α′(Z[n]) ≤ α + ∆. The RHS is the probability that at least nα standard uniform
random variables fall into [0, α +∆]. The two events are equivalent, so they have the
same probability. For Bn ∼ Binomial(·;n, α+∆) and ∆ =

√
log(1/δ)/(2n),

P{α′(Z[n]) ≤ α +∆} = P{Bn ≥ nα} ≥ 1− P{Bn − (α +∆)n ≤ −∆n} ≥ 1− δ.

The last step is obtained by Hoeffding’s inequality.

Proof. Denote the marginal CDF FR(·) and GR(·) = 1− FR(·). Then,

α′(Z[n]) = P
{
GR(Rn+1) ≤ α +GR(Rn+1)− p′(Z[n+1]) | Z[n]

}
≤ α + sup

(x,y)

{
GR(|y − µ̂(x)|)− p′(Z[n], (x, y))

}
,

by the probability integral transform. Then, we have

P
{
α′(Z[n]) ≤ α +∆

}
≥ P

{
sup
(x,y)

{
GR(|y − µ̂(x)|)− p′n(Z[n], (x, y))

}
≤ ∆

}
≥ 1− δ,

by the ∆ above and the Dvoretzky-Kiefer-Wolfowitz inequality [Massart, 1990].

D.2 PCP guarantee of weighted intervals

For the weighted p-value in (65), the conditional probability α′(Z[n]) in (66) does not
have a tractable distribution as in (68) and p′(Z[n], (x, y)) is not an unbiased estimator
of GR(|y− µ̂(x)|). The proofs in Appendix D.1 are non-applicable to weighted p-values.

Given marginal validity E[α(Z[n])] ≤ α, the PAC guarantee in (29) is implied by

P
{
α(Z[n])− E[α(Z[n])] ≤ o(1)

}
≥ 1− o(1). (69)

It is known [Talagrand, 1995] that a random variable α(Z[n]) that smoothly depends
on many independent random variables Z[n] concentrates at its expectation. Following
this principle, we write α(Z[n])− E[α(Z[n])] as

α(Z[n])− α(Z[n−1]) + · · ·+ α(Z1)− E[α(Z[n])] ≡
n∑

i=1

ν(Z[i]).

The martingale differences ν(Z[i]), i ∈ [n], are bounded if we make a stability as-
sumption on the weights in the p-values. Then, we can apply the bounded difference
inequality to prove a weighted prediction interval is PAC.
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D.2.1 PAC guarantee of covariate weighted intervals

To illustrate, we first prove a result by assuming the weights only depend on the
features, e.g., wi(Z[n+1]) ∝ ϕ(Xi, Xn+1) = exp(−λ∥Xi−Xn+1∥). If λ is small, the sum
of distances ψ(X−j, Xn+1) defined below increases at a fast rate, which can lead to a
PAC guarantee. For example, we have ρ1 = 1 below for the SCP interval using λ = 0.

Theorem 5. Assume that Z[n+1] are i.i.d. and p(Z[n+1]) in (64) based on ϕ(Xi, Xn+1)
has a continuous distribution given Z[n] a.s.. Then, α(Z[n]) in (66) satisfies

P
{
α(Z[n]) ≲ α +

√
n1−2ρ1 log(1/δ)

}
≥ 1− δ,

if ψ(X−j, Xn+1) :=
∑

i ̸=j ϕ(Xi, Xn+1) ≳ nρ1 for all j ∈ [n] and some ρ1 > 1/2 a.s..9

Proof. For any j ∈ [n], we can define a leave-one-out p-value

p−j(Z[n+1]) :=
∑
i ̸=j

w−j(Xi, Xn+1)1{Ri ≥ Rn+1},

where w−j is the renormalized weights. By

w(Xi, Xn+1) =
ϕ(Xi, Xn+1)

ϕ(Xj, Xn+1) + ψ(X−j, Xn+1)
=

w−j(Xi, Xn+1)

1 + ϕ(Xj, Xn+1)/ψ(X−j, Xn+1)
, (70)

we can rewrite the event in (64) as

p−j(Z[n+1]) ≤
[
α− w(Xj, Xn+1)1{Rj ≥ Rn+1}

]
×
[
1 +

ϕ(Xj, Xn+1)

ψ(X−j, Xn+1)

]
. (71)

Observe that the event in (71) implies the following event E+ :

p−j(Z[n+1]) ≤ [α− 0]× [1 + 1/ψ(X−j, Xn+1)] = α + α/ψ(X−j, Xn+1).

Conversely, the event in (71) is implied by

p−j(Z[n+1]) ≤ α×
[
1 +

ϕ(Xj, Xn+1)

ψ(X−j, Xn+1)

]
− ϕ(Xj, Xn+1)

ψ(X−j, Xn+1)
,

using 1{Rj ≥ Rn+1} ≤ 1 and the expression of w(Xj, Xn+1) in the first equality in
(70). Hence, the event in (71) is also implied by the following event E−:

p−j(Z[n+1]) ≤ α + (α− 1)/ψ(X−j, Xn+1).

9We use
∑

i̸=j to denote the sum from 1 to n+ 1 without including j-th element. We let a ≲ b
indicate that a ≤ Cb for some universal constant C.
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Then, we know from the equivalence in (71) that

P
{
E− | Z[n]\{j}

}
≤ α(Z[n]) ≤ P

{
E+ | Z[n]\{j}

}
,

where the upper and lower bound hold because p−j(Z[n+1]) does not depend on Zj.
Their difference can be bounded using the rate condition on ψ(X−j, Xn+1),

P
{
α + (α− 1)/ψ(X−j, Xn+1) < p−j(Z[n+1]) ≤ α + α/ψ(X−j, Xn+1)]

}
≲ n−ρ1 .

The last two equations show that α(Z[n]) satisfies the bounded difference condition
in McDiarmid’s inequality. That is, modifying the value of one argument of α(Z[n])
changes the value of α(Z[n]) at most cn−ρ1 for some universal constant c. Applying
McDiarmid’s inequality, we prove the claim as required.

D.2.2 PAC guarantee of PCP

We next prove that our PCP interval has a PAC guarantee when the membership
probabilities in our mixture model satisfies a stability assumption. Our theorem is
inspired by the following series of works on full conformal prediction (FCP) [Vovk
et al., 2005]. First, Lei et al. [2018] demonstrate that if the predictive model µ̂ is stable
against pertubation of one response data point in the training set, FCP can achieve
an interval length comparable to the oracle interval that uses the true conditional
quantile of the residual. More recently, Bian and Barber [2023] shows that FCP is
impossible to obtain the PAC guarantee of SCP in distribution-free settings. Liang
and Barber [2023] then proves that FCP can have a PAC guarantee if µ̂ is stable
against the change of adding multiple data points into the training set.

We note that the setup of our problem is different from that of FCP. Regarding the
assumption, we will require the weights in our p-values to be stable rather than the
predictive model µ̂. Unlike the results above, we now allow the weights to depend on
any data in Z[n+1]. In what follows, we use the general notation introduced in (64-66).
We denote the non-normalized PCP weights in (64) and their sum as

ϕi(Z[n+1]) =
K∏
k=1

[
π
Yn+1

k (Xi)
]L̃k and ψ−j = n−1

∑
i ̸=j

ϕi(Z[n+1]).

Assumption 1. The sum ψ−j ∈ [C1, C2] for all j ∈ [n+ 1] and some C1, C2 > 0 a.s..

Assumption 2. (Leave-two-out stability). For sufficiently large n and some ρ > 1/2,

P
{
∥π−(j,n+1)(Xi)− π(Xi)∥1 ≲ n−ρ, ∀i, j ∈ [n] and i ̸= j

}
= 1− o(1).

The notation ≲ is introduced below Theorem 5, and π denote the probabilities fitted
to Z[n+1] while π−(j,n+1) denote the probabilities fitted to Z[n]\{j}. Both of them are
fitted to Zi, so they have a small difference when evaluated at Xi.
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Theorem 6. Suppose Assumptions 1 and 2 holds and the data points Z[n+1] are i.i.d..
Suppose the p-value p(Z[n+1]) in (64) based on the PCP weights in (17) is continuous
given Z[n] a.s.. Then, the PCP interval defined in (16), i.e., α(Z[n]) in (66), satisfies

P
{
α(Z[n]) = P

{
Yn+1 ̸∈ ĈPCP

n (Xn+1) | Z[n]

}
≲ α + n−min{ρ−1/2,1}

}
≥ 1− o(1). (72)

Proof. We let ϕj = ϕj(Z[n+1]) and ψ−j = ψ−j(Z[n+1]). Observe that

p′(Z[n+1]) ≤ α ⇔ p(Z[n+1]) ≤ [α + w′
n+1(Z[n+1])]×

ψ−(n+1)

ψ−(n+1) + ϕn+1

⇔ p(Z[n+1]) ≤ α− (1− α)wn+1(Z[n+1]).

Then, by the definition in (66) and Assumption 1, we have

E[α′(Z[n])]− E[α(Z[n])] = P
{
α < p(Z[n+1]) ≤ α + (1− α)wn+1(Z[n+1])

}
≲ n−1. (73)

By Lemma 2 and marginal validity E[α(Z[n])] ≤ α, the guarantee (72) is implied by

P
{
α′(Z[n])− E[α′(Z[n])] ≲ n−min{ρ−1/2,1}} ≥ 1− o(1). (74)

We fix the value of π̃k(Xn+1) at l̃k/m. We denote the non-normalized weight,

ϕ
−(j,n+1)
i =

K∏
k=1

[
π
−(j,n+1)
k (Xi)

]l̃k ,
for the leave-two-out estimator π−(j,n+1). We decompose the difference between the
two non-normalized weights into two error terms:

ϕ
−(j,n+1)
i − ϕi =

K−1∏
k=1

[
π
−(j,n+1)
k (Xi)

]l̃k × {[π−(j,n+1)
K (Xi)

]l̃K −
[
πK(Xi)

]l̃K}
−
[
πK(Xi)

]l̃k ×{K−1∏
k=1

[
π
−(j,n+1)
k (Xi)

]l̃k − K−1∏
k=1

[
πk(Xi)

]l̃k}

≤
K∑
k=1

O
(∣∣π−(j,n+1)

K (Xi)
]l̃k − [πK(Xi)

]l̃k∣∣) ≲ n−ρ.

To obtain the first inequality, we expand the second line using the first equality. The
second inequality uses am − bm = (a− b)(am−1b+ am−2b+ · · ·+ abm−2 + abm−1) and
Assumption 2. Let w−(j,n+1)

−j,i be the normalized version of ϕ−(j,n+1)
i . By Assumptions 1
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and 2, we can bound the difference of the normalized weights:∑
i ̸=j

∣∣∣w−j,i − w
−(j,n+1)
−j,i

∣∣∣
=
∑
i ̸=j

∣∣∣ϕ−j,i/ψ−j − ϕ
−(j,n+1)
−j,i /ψ

−(j,n+1)
−j

∣∣∣
= n−1

∑
i ̸=j

∣∣∣∣ϕ−j,i − ϕ
−(j,n+1)
−j,i

ψ−j/n
+

ϕ
−(j,n+1)
−j,i

ψ−j × ψ
−(j,n+1)
−j /n2

×
[
ψ

−(j,n+1)
−j − ψ−j

]
/n

∣∣∣∣
= n−1

∑
i ̸=j

O
(∣∣ϕ−j,i − ϕ

−(j,n+1)
−j,i

∣∣) ≲ n−ρ.

(75)

The remaining steps follow from the proof of Theorem 5. First,

p′(Z[n+1]) ≤ α ⇔
∑
i ̸=j

ϕi1{Ri ≥ Rn+1}+ ϕj1{Rj ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α(ψ−j + ϕj)

⇔
∑
i ̸=j

w−j,i1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α + [α− 1{Rj ≥ Rn+1}]ϕj/ψ−j.

By (75), the event in the second line can be implied by

p
−(j,n+1)
j :=

∑
i ̸=j

w
−(j,n+1)
−j,i 1{Ri ≥ Rn+1} ≤ α− c1n

−min{ρ−1/2,1},

for some positive constants c1. Conversely, the event in the second line implies that

p
−(j,n+1)
j ≤ α + c2n

−min{ρ−1/2,1},

for some positive constants c2. The last two equations exclude Zj and show that
α′(Z[n]) satisfies the bounded difference condition in McDiarmid’s inequality:∣∣α′(Z[n]\{j}, zj)− α′(Z[n]\{j}, z

′
j)
∣∣ ≲ n−min{ρ−1/2,1},∀zj, z′j ∈ X × Y .

We can then apply the inequality to prove (74), which implies the desired guarantee.

E Additional experiments

In the experiments from Sections 1 and 2.2, we compare posterior conformal prediction
(PCP) with split conformal prediction (SCP) [Vovk et al., 2005], SCP+conditional
calibration (CC) [Gibbs et al., 2023] and randomly-localized conformal prediction
(RLCP) [Hore and Barber, 2023]. Here, we describe the implementation of these
methods and discuss the remaining experiments.
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Methods. The SCP interval is defined in (1). The SCP+CC interval is constructed
using a linear quantile regression model fitted to the features and residuals in the
validation set. Our implementation also includes the randomization strategy suggested
by the authors, which makes the interval have exact coverage at 1− α. The RLCP
interval is described in Section 1.4, where the bandwidth β in the kernel weights is
chosen to keep the effective sample size of the interval at 100; we refer to equation
(21) in Hore and Barber [2023] for more details on this bandwidth selection method.
We implement PCP and select its hyperparameters as described in Appendix B. As
detailed there, our mixture model is based on multiple linear models mapping Xn+1 to
predict whether the residual Rn+1 is smaller than some quantiles defined below (35).
Our PCP interval in (16) is defined non-parametrically using a weighted empirical
distribution. In this sense, we can think of PCP as a semiparametric method, whereas
our implementation of SCP+CC is parametric, and RLCP is nonparametric.

Worst-slice conditional coverage rate. Following the steps outlined in Section
S1.2 of Romano et al. [2020b], we partition the test data into two subsets, with 20%
used to compute the worst slice and 80% used to evaluate the conditional coverage.
We generate slices

{
x : v⊤x ∈ [a, b]

}
for 2500 random vectors v on the unit sphere.

For every slice, we choose a and b to minimize the within-slice coverage rate, subject
to the slice containing at least 10% of the data in the first subset. The worst-slice
coverage rate is the minimum within-slice coverage rate across all slices.

E.1 Setting 2

The 6-dimensional features and the drift function f(V ) are generated in the same way
as Setting 1. Here we generate the response Y with a change point in variance:

Y = f(V ) + 4(1 + 31{V ≤ 5})ϵi and ϵi ∼ N (0, 1).

As in Setting 1, we generate 5000 random copies of (X, Y ) as our training, validation,
and test sets, respectively. We use the training set to fit a random forest model µ̂,
which can accurately approximate the function f(V ). We can imagine the residual
R = |Y − µ̂(X)| roughly follows a mixture model in (4), where π∗

k(X) is either 0 or 1
for V > 5, leading to the sparse scenario described in Theorem 4.

Figure 15 depicts the test responses and their prediction intervals. The intervals of
SCP, SCP+CC and PCP are stable locally with small variations from the predictions
by µ̂. In comparison, the interval of RLCP exhibits more variability due to matching
all the features and randomizing the location of the test point. Figure 16 shows the
local average coverage rates of the intervals over the 250 nearest test points based on
the feature V . SCP uses the same empirical quantile to generate the intervals for all
the test points. We can see that these intervals are poorly calibrated with coverage of
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(a) Split conformal prediction (SCP).
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(b) SCP+conditional calibration (SCP+CC).
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(c) Randomly-localized conformal prediction (RLCP).
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(d) Posterior conformal prediction (PCP).

Figure 15: Prediction intervals of conformal prediction methods in Setting 2.
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Figure 16: Local average coverage rates of conformal prediction methods in Setting 2.
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Figure 17: PCP membership probabilities in Setting 2.

around either 0.8 or 1. In SCP+CC, the linear quantile model fails to capture the
nonlinear changes in the conditional residual distribution. Consequently, its coverage
rate drops significantly at the changepoint V = 5. RLCP also has coverage gaps
because matching all the features makes it difficult to detect the changes in the
conditional residual distribution due to the first feature V .

PCP consistently achieves a coverage rate near 0.9 at most values of V . We interpret
this result by visualizing the membership probabilities in Figure 17. The probabilities
vary continuously over V while changing randomly over W . This means our mixture
model learns that V is the important feature of the conditional residual distribution.
The hyperparameter selection procedure in Appendix B.1 chooses a large value of the
precision parameter, m = 500. Thus, the membership probabilities π̃1(X) have small
deviations from the local average in Figure 17a. With the large m and π̃1(X) = 1,
PCP achieves approximate conditional validity and short interval length for V ∈ [5, 8],
where the residuals are (approximately) drawn from the same distribution.
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E.2 Medical expenditure panel survey dataset
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(a) Coverage rate given An+1 = 1 and
ẽ(Xn+1) < θ = 0.36.
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(b) Interval length given An+1 = 1 and
ẽ(Xn+1) < θ = 0.36.
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(c) Group-conditional coverage rate
given An+1 = 1 (female).
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(d) Measure of dependence between in-
tervals and An+1 given Xn+1.

Figure 18: Comparison of conformal prediction methods on a racial feature in the
Medical Expenditure Panel Survey (MEPS) 19.

We replicate the MEPS experiment in Section 3, with the variable An+1 indicating
whether the test point is from a white or non-white person. We let θ = 0.36 in (22)
since white individuals make up approximately 36% of the full population. We divide
the white group (An+1 = 1) in the test set into two subgroups based on whether
ẽ(Xn+1) < 0.36 or not, where ẽ(Xn+1) is the estimator of e(Xn+1) defined below
(23). Figure 18a shows that SCP+Partition decreases the coverage rate for white
individuals with An+1 = 1 and ẽ(Xn+1) < 0.36. PCP closes this gap by weighting,
which significantly increases the interval length in Figure 18b. Nevertheless, the
coverage rate of PCP is around 0.9, meaning it is non-conservative. The PCP interval
maintains the group-conditional coverage guarantee of SCP+Partition in Figure 9c,
while being independent of An+1 asymptotically, as shown in Figure 9d.
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