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Abstract

In the Quantum Supremacy regime, quantum computers may over-
come classical machines on several tasks if we can estimate, miti-
gate, or correct unavoidable hardware noise. Estimating the error re-
quires classical simulations, which become unfeasible in the Quantum
Supremacy regime. We leverage Machine Learning data-driven ap-
proaches and Conformal Prediction, a Machine Learning uncertainty
quantification tool known for its mild assumptions and finite-sample
validity, to find theoretically valid upper bounds of the fidelity be-
tween noiseless and noisy outputs of quantum devices. Under rea-
sonable extrapolation assumptions, the proposed scheme applies to
any Quantum Computing hardware, does not require modeling the
device’s noise sources, and can be used when classical simulations are
unavailable, e.g. in the Quantum Supremacy regime.

1 Introduction

The high potential of Quantum Computing (QC) has not manifested yet in
real-world applications (Dasgupta and Humble, 2022). Tasks where QC has
proven scalability advantages (Arute et al., 2019) require correcting errors
induced by hardware noise. Available Quantum Error Correction algorithms
(Lidar and Brun, 2013), based on physics-informed Noise and Error Models
(NEMs) that make strong assumptions on the underlying quantum process,
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Figure 1: The Bloch sphere represents a qubit, |ψ⟩ as the complex superpo-
sition of two states, |ψ⟩ = α|0⟩ + β|1⟩, with α = cos(θ/2), β = eiϕ sin(θ/2),
|0⟩ =

[
1
0

]
, and |1⟩ =

[
1
0

]
. Measuring a qubit can only produce two outcomes,

0 with probability α2 and 1 with probability β2, and destroys the superposi-
tion (by setting either α or β to 0). If the qubit is entangled with another,
measuring the first may affect the (unmeasured) state of the second. A quan-
tum circuit consists of a series of matrix operators acting on |ψ⟨ before it is
measured.

are computationally expansive and become unreliable for deep circuits, i.e.
circuits with many qubits. Existing Machine Learning (ML) methods to
improve them (Harper et al., 2020; Canonici et al., 2024) often rely on un-
verifiable assumptions, e.g. the specific type of quantum noise affecting the
device (Google, 2023; Van Den Berg et al., 2023; Rajeev, 2024; McEwen et al.,
2022; Thorbeck et al., 2023). They also depend on the model architecture
and training (Nguyen et al., 2021; Tindall et al., 2024; Patra et al., 2024)
and have theoretical success guarantees only in the limit of infinite sam-
ples (Zheng et al., 2023). Uncertainty estimation methods like Caro et al.
(2022) or Park and Simeone (2023)mostly focus on Quantum ML applica-
tions and can be hardly extended to more general tasks. In particular, it
is unclear whether such Quantum ML approaches can directly estimate the
output of a given s-qubit quantum device, which is a multivariate discrete
distribution over Y = {0, 1}s. Using black-box ML methods for data-driven
characterizations of QC hardware noise is a relatively new but promising
idea. Martina et al. (2022) and Canonici et al. (2024) show that quantum
noise is rich enough to provide a unique fingerprint of a QC machine. The
result is obtained from real hardware data but for small circuits (4 qubits).
Does the provided noise characterization still hold when the size of the cir-
cuits increases, e.g. when s crosses the boundary of the so-called Quantum



Supremacy regime (Preskill, 2012)? And can the characterization be used to
provide statistically sound upper bounds for the quantum noise of classically
intractable quantum hardware?

Conformal Prediction (CP) is a data-driven, scalable, and assumption-
free uncertainty quantification technique. CP’s recent popularity relies on
the increasing demand for trustworthy and reliable AI, with general appli-
cability and mild assumptions. Designed and commonly used to assess the
uncertainty of ML systems in the finite-sample regime, CP is rarely exploited
in AI-unrelated applications, e.g. to calibrate and characterize physical de-
vices or complex natural processes. In principle, CP’s model-agnosticism
may help quantify the output randomness of any partially observed physical
system. Compared to more standard statistical approaches, e.g. Bayesian
inference, CP can be expected to be more robust because it does not require
to guess or approximate the system’s dynamics. In QC, modeling the details
of the data-generating process is particularly hard because of the unavoid-
able interactions with the environment and the complex-valued formalism of
Quantum Mechanics, which is partially incompatible with the classical no-
tion of probability (Feynman et al., 1951). Can a frequentist approach as CP
overcome this challenge?

Using CP to evaluate the unmodeled parts of quantum hardware noise, we
provide reliability guarantees for classically intractable QC systems. Tech-
nically, we aim to test whether noise characterizations trained on small de-
vices can be extrapolated to devices and tasks that go beyond the Quantum
Supremacy boundary. Assuming hardware noise increases as a function of a
device’s features, e.g. its size and depth, we analyze the validity and efficiency
of CP intervals when we calibrate and test the algorithm on circuits of dif-
ferent sizes. A prior, usual CP validity is not guaranteed in this case because
the output distributions of small and large devices may be non-exchangeable.

1.1 Contribution

CP for physical systems. Using CP beyond the evaluation of AI systems
is new. To our knowledge, there are no examples of CP-based schemes to
directly estimate and quantify the uncertainty of physical systems.

Unpaired samples. Park and Simeone (2023) use CP in the QC frame-
work but focus on Quantum ML applications, which are trained to solve
standard ML tasks, e.g. MNIST digit recognition. Unlike Park and Simeone



(2023), the noisy and noise-free outputs considered here are associated with
the predictions and labels of a standard ML task because they are unpaired.
Except for Hu and Lei (2024), the problem of evaluating unpaired samples,
often referred to as the 2-sample problem, has not been addressed in the CP
literature. Hu and Lei (2024), likely the only existing work applying CP to a
two-sample task, focuses on hypothesis testing for conditional distributions.
Our conceptual framework and ratio-based conformity score are similar but
allow us to estimate continuous quantities (instead of a binary decision rule)
and establish a clear link between the density-ratio conformity score and the
target distribution divergences. Moreover, we focus on a specific case of con-
ditional distributions where a heuristic ordering of the object space can be
established in terms of a device’s size and depth.

Non-exchangeability. In a QC real-world application, the outputs of clas-
sically tractable and intractable devices may be statistically different. As we
focus on small quantum machines when we train and calibrate the CP al-
gorithms and intractable systems at test time, calibration and test sets are
not exchangeable in our application. Non-exchangeability issues have been
widely addressed in the CP literature (Barber et al., 2023). We propose two
conceptually different new approaches inspired by the two common strate-
gies used in CP to mitigate distribution shifts, sample reweighting (Boström
and Johansson, 2020; Guan, 2023) and calibration training (Papadopoulos
et al., 2008; Colombo and Vovk, 2020; Colombo, 2024). The proposed ap-
proaches are general and apply to any situations where training, calibration,
and test sets come from different realizations of a smooth multivariate meta-
distribution, e.g. when P (Y |X = x) ̸= P (Y |X = x′).

Sample reweighting. In the QC setup, non-exchangeability can be ex-
pected to vary as a function of specific feature summaries, e.g. the classical
computational complexity required to simulate a system. Our first mitigation
approach consists of selecting training and calibration samples after ranking
the data according to their complexity. The strategy can be viewed as an
extreme application of the Mondrian CP algorithm of Boström and Johans-
son (2020). In particular, it is different from the distribution drift setup, e.g.
Gibbs and Candes (2021), where predictions become increasingly accurate
as time passes (allowing asymptotic regret bounds). We show how choosing
the ranking function and a threshold reduces the expected undercoverage of



the prediction intervals.

Calibration training. Papadopoulos et al. (2008) proposed to rescale the
conformity scores with a pre-trained function of the inputs. While CP-
aware training of the prediction model has become common in the literature
Colombo and Vovk (2020); Anthony (2020); Stutz et al. (2021), trainable
conformity scores have been less explored. In our scheme, we train a shift
function that automatically compensates for the distribution drift. Under
idealized assumptions, we show that training the shift model reduces the to-
tal variation between calibration and test distributions, which is proportional
to the validity gap defined in Barber et al. (2023).

A general scheme. The proposed procedure applies beyond the QC frame-
work and can quantify the accuracy of image and text generation models,
where the output is also high-dimensional and possibly discrete. Existing
CP schemes in the image-generation framework are restricted to image-
reconstruction tasks, where CP can be applied pixel-wise by comparing the
model output and the original pixels. Bounding the overall distribution dis-
tance overcomes this limitation. Moreover, our approach does not require de-
signing expansive multiple-output CP approaches like Messoudi et al. (2021).

1.2 Related Work

CP for generative models Our work is related to the problem of applying
CP to multivariate generative models for two reasons: i) The output space is
high-dimensional. ii) The predictor is an analytically unavailable generative
distribution from which we can only sample. Campos et al. (2024) review
recent CP approaches for Large Language Models. Kutiel et al. (2023) fo-
cus on visualization and use image masks to represent the uncertainty of
an image regressor model. Belhasin et al. (2023) attempt to capture spa-
tial correlations when computing CP per-pixel intervals but restrict to image
restoration applications. We are unaware of approaches combining CP and
the divergence measures used to train generative models, e.g. the Frechet
Inception Distance (FID) or Kernelized Wasserstein divergence. A combi-
nation of density ratio estimation and CP has appeared in Tibshirani et al.
(2019) and Hu and Lei (2024).



Paired and unpaired samples Our approach is related to CP under
random effects Dunn et al. (2018). Similar to here, CP intervals are obtained
from the samples of an underlying black-box generator but are not explicitly
related to distribution distances. Ghosal and Matabuena (2023) provide a
conformal algorithm for when the inputs and outputs are distributions. In
their setup, however, each sample corresponds to a label, i.e. attributes and
labels are paired. Outside the CP framework, techniques to address the 2-
sample problem have been proposed in the statistical literature since 1939
(Smirnov, 1939) and mostly in the non-parametric framework (Gretton et al.,
2012). The only connection between CP and 2-sample tasks is a recent work
on hypothesis testing (Hu and Lei, 2024) (see Section 1.1 for a technical
comparison).

CP for QC In QC, CP has been used only in Park and Simeone (2023),
which is a direct application of Probabilistic CP Wang et al. (2022). In
Park and Simeone (2023), the multiple-output setup is avoided because high-
dimensional observables can be handled by performing several separate mea-
surements Caro et al. (2022). The argument in Caro et al. (2022) relates
to the generalization properties of Quantum ML algorithms. It is unclear
whether this is a more fundamental property of Quantum Computing de-
vices.

Quantum Error Mitigation The problem of hardware noise is handled
with QEM (Cai et al., 2023). Machine Learning (ML) methods have been
used for QEM since 2020. Unlike us, ML-QEM often focuses on inferring
distribution summaries, depends on the underlying error models and requires
changing the target circuit (Harper et al., 2020; Liu and Zhou, 2020; Strikis
et al., 2021; Wang et al., 2022; Canonici et al., 2024; Adeniyi and Kumar,
2025).

2 Methods

2.1 The Bhattacharyya Coefficient (BC)

The output of small QC hardware can be reproduced using classical com-
puters, i.e. a simulator where all quantum operations are noise-free. In this



case, we can compare the noisy outcomes of the hardware with the corre-
sponding ideal output. Let the ideal and noisy outputs be Ym ∈ {0, 1}s and
Ŷm ∈ {0, 1}s, where s is the number of measured qubits andm = 1, . . . ,Mshots

indexes a single execution (shot) of the quantum machine.1 Ym and Ŷm can
only take binary real values because a qubit collapses into a {0, 1} when it
is measured. When s qubits of a circuit are measured the noisy and ideal
outputs are a series of binary strings, interpreted as i.i.d. draws from two
underlying multivariate distributions, PY and PŶ , with support {0, 1}s. As
the noisy device and the classical simulator run independently, there is no
relationship between single samples from PY and PŶ . For simplicity, we use

the same index for the samples from P̂Y and PŶ , even if a realization of

Ym is not the label of a realization of Ŷm. In this setup, hardware noise is
proportional to any distribution distance between PY and PŶ .

The fidelity of two quantum states is a quantification of their similarity,
defined as the probability of identifying one state as the other. Its classical
counterpart, for discrete random variables, is the Bhattacharyya Coefficient
(Bhattacharyya, 1946),

BC(Y, Ŷ ) =
∑
y∈Y

√
PY (y)PŶ (y) (1)

The BC is related to the Hellinger distance,

d2H(Y, Ŷ ) =
1

2

∑
y∈Y

(√
PY (y)−

√
PŶ (y)

)2

and the Total Variation distance,

dTV(Y, Ŷ ) =
∑
y∈Y

∥PY (y)− PŶ (y)∥ (2)

In particular, 1 − BC = d2H ≤ dTV ≤
√
2 dH. Inequalities involving the

Kullback–Leibler divergence, dKL = EPŶ log PY

PŶ
, can be found in (Sason,

2015).

1Y1, . . . , YM and Ŷ1, . . . , ŶM should be treated as random variables because of the in-
trinsic Quantum Mechanics non-determinism.



2.2 Large-scale devices

A qubit can assume a dense infinity of states (all points in the Bloch sphere
represented in Figure 1) and is described by a complex-valued wave function,
ψ, usually encoded as a vector in an infinite-dimensional Hilbert space. Sim-
ulating a quantum circuit requires computing the transformations induced
by the circuit’s logical gates on ψ. Classical simulations become infeasible
when the number of interacting qubits in the circuit increases. The Quantum
Supremacy regime is defined by the set of tasks that can only be completed
in finite time by quantum devices, i.e. would have nearly infinite complexity
on a classical machine (Preskill, 2012). Current quantum computers are far
beyond this limit (DeCross et al., 2024). Intuitively, however, the boundary
has no physical meaning and depends only on the available (classical) com-
putational power compared with the circuit’s complexity, depth, and size,
i.e. the number of interacting qubits. This argument justifies

Assumption 2.1. A quantum system’s behavior may depend on its physical
features, the environment in which is run, and its initial state, but not on
whether it can be simulated on a classical machine.

The requirement informally guarantees we can extrapolate a device noise
characterization across the boundaries Quantum Supremacy regime. Under
Assumption 2.1 we can model the noisy output of a QC device as

Ŷ ∼ Y + εnoise(Z), Z = ϕ(Ŷ ) (3)

where Z ∈ Z is a general set of features describing the device and can be
extracted from PŶ through a suitable feature map, ϕ. If εnoise is smooth
enough Buriticá and Engelke (2024), we can use ML to extrapolate the gap
between the ideal and noisy outputs of a classically intractable device by com-
paring the ideal and noisy outputs of smaller devices. In practice, knowing
or modeling the physical data-generating process underlying (3) is challeng-
ing, especially because εnoise depends on partly unpredictable interactions
between a quantum machine and the environment or the hardware defects.
In this sense, black-box ML systems like CP are ideal because they rely
on minimal assumptions and apply to any black-box input-output system.
Assuming εnoise(Z) = ε0g(Z), where ϵ0 depends on the quantum machines
where the circuit is run but not on the circuit size, we show how to adapt
a standard Split-CP algorithm to produce prediction intervals that are valid
even when calibration and test set do not come from the same distribution.



2.3 Empirical BC approximation

The dimensionality of the n-th distribution’s support, sn, is the number of
qubits measured in the n-th circuit. In Figure 2, sn = 2 because only q2
and q3 are measured. As the number of qubit measurements grows, e.g. for
d > 5, computing the BC explicitly becomes expansive or unfeasible be-
cause of the sum over all possible output configurations,

∑
y∈Yn

∼ O(2sn).
Moreover, the explicit form of the distribution densities, PŶ and PY , is usu-
ally unknown and depends on the quantum dynamics of the qubits inside
the circuit with and without hardware noise. While Quantum Mechanics
and the circuit layout may be used to obtain a theoretical estimate of PY ,
modeling PŶ would require including system-specific Noise Error Models for
all device disturbances. A data-driven option is to estimate the densities
from the available samples using flexible enough ML algorithms, e.g. deep
models or Kernel Density Estimation (KDE). Nonparametric estimators like
KDE are assumption-free but rely on the careful choice of the bandwidth
and become unstable in high dimensions. Parametrized models, e.g. Neural
Networks, may be misspecified and never capture substantial details of the
distributions (even for an infinite sample size). Our estimation strategy is
hyperparameter-free and independent from the dimensionality of the distri-
bution support. The idea is to replace straightforward density estimations
with a more constrained but stable density-ratio estimation Sugiyama et al.
(2012). The need to estimate a density ratio is shared with other works,
e.g. Tibshirani et al. (2019) or Hu and Lei (2024), and is closely related to
CP conditional validity (see Section 2.5 for more details). Our motivation
for using a density-ratio estimator comes from a direct manipulation of the
conformity score, A = BC(Y, Ŷ ). More explicitly,

BC =
∑
y∈Y

√
PY (y)PŶ (y) =

∑
y∈Y

PŶ (y)

√
PY (y)

PŶ (y)
(4)

∼ 1

Mshots

Mshots∑
m=1

√
pY (Ŷm)

pŶ (Ŷm)
= EŶ

√
r̂(Ŷ ) (5)

where r̂(Ŷ ) ∼ pY (Ŷm)

pŶ (Ŷm)
is an empirical estimation of the ratio between the two

densities evaluated and EŶ (r̂(Ŷ )) its empirical expectation obtained from
the available noisy samples, {Yn1, . . . , YnMshots

}. We refer to Sugiyama et al.
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Figure 2: The modular 4-qubit quantum circuit of Martina et al. (2022).
The 3-gate structure is repeated 3 times to increase the circuit depth. The
top horizontal lines and blocks represent the device’s interacting qubits and
logical gates. The bottom line represents the device output. In this case,
only 2 qubits are measured, q2 and q3, making each run produce a 2-digit
binary string, e.g. Ym, Ŷm ∈ {00, 01, 10, 11}. The first two blue 2-qubit links
represent CNOT gates and the third 3-qubit is a Toffoli gate. See Barenco
et al. (1995) for a formal definition. The red boxes are Hadamard gates, used
to prepare the unobserved qubits into an equal superposition state 1

2
(|0⟩+|1⟩).

By convention, the initial state of all qubits is |0⟩. The grey vertical lines
represent 4-qubit synchronization.

(2012) for a review of the theoretical and empirical advantages of estimating
r̂ instead of the two densities separately.

2.4 Conformal upper bounds

Assume we have a set of N classically tractable circuits and run them on
a given QC machine. Let n = 1, . . . , N index these N circuits and m =
1, . . .Mshots the i.i.d. measurements from each circuit, i.e. the execution out-
puts, and Ynm and Ŷnm the m-th noiseless and noisy measurements obtained
from the n-th circuit. As the dimensionality of a circuit’s output depends
on the number of measurements, we do not require Ynm and Yn′m, to have
the same dimensionality. For example, we may have Ynm ∈ {0, 1}sn and
Yn′m ∈ {0, 1}sn′ with dn ̸= dn′ . Naturally, we require different runs from
the same circuit to have the same dimensionality, i.e. Ynm ∈ {0, 1}sn for all
m = 1, . . .Mshots).

Let N + 1 index a test circuit that we can only run on the noisy device
and P̂ŶN+1

the corresponding output distribution. The prediction interval



on the BC between ŶN+1 and YN+1 produced by a Split-CP algorithm is an
upper bound obeying

Prob
(
BC(YN+1, ŶN+1) ≥ Qα

)
≥ 1− α (6)

Qα = sup
q

{
N∑

n=1

1(BC(Yn, Ŷn) ≥ q) ≥ nα

}
(7)

nα = ⌈(1− α)(N + 1)⌉ (8)

The bound marginal validity holds when the data generating distribution of
the calibration and test sets, {(Yn, Ŷn)}Nn=1 and (YN+1, ŶN+1), are exchange-
able. In this case, (6) is guaranteed by the definition of the empirical quantile
of exchangeable samples. See Lemma 1 of Tibshirani et al. (2019) for a sim-
ple proof of the quantile lemma and Vovk et al. (2005) or Angelopoulos and
Bates (2021) for a smooth introduction to CP.

Central to any CP algorithm is a scoring function, or conformity score,
A, which measures the quality of an output given the corresponding label.
In our case,

An = BC(Ŷn, Yn), n = 1, . . . N (9)

In practice, (6) is obtained by finding an upper bound for AN+1(Y ) =
BC(ŶN+1, Y ), where Y represent any sN+1- dimensional random variable
within distance Qα from the unknown ideal output, YN+1.

2.5 BC conformal extrapolation

Let Z1, . . . , ZN and ZN+1 be the features of N quantum circuits that can be
simulated on a classical machine and a large circuit that can not. The N
tractable circuits are run on quantum hardware and a classical simulator to
produce Ŷnm and Ynm, where n = 1, . . . , N andm = 1 . . . ,Mshots. TheN + 1-
th circuit can not be simulated classically but can be run on the quantum
hardware to obtain Ŷ(N+1) m,m = 1 . . . ,Mshots. As the (N+1)-th circuit may

be much more noisy than the others the conformity scores An = BC(Yn, Ŷn),
n = 1, . . . , N and AN+1 = BC(YN+1, ŶN+1) may be non-exchangeable. In



this case, (6) does not hold and should be replaced by (Barber et al., 2023)

Prob
(
BC(YN+1, ŶN+1) ≥ Qα

)
≥ 1− α− gap (10)

gap =
1

N + 1

N∑
n=1

dTV(An, AN+1) (11)

Qα = sup
q

{
N∑

n=1

1(An ≥ q) ≥ ⌈(1− α)(N + 1)⌉

}
(12)

An = BC(Yn, Ŷn) (13)

The practical use of the bound is limited because we cannot estimate dTV(An, AN+1),
n = 1, . . . , N , without knowing all noise sources of the test device or having
samples from the noiseless outputs, YN+1. Two orthogonal general strategies
have been proposed to mitigate similar non-exchangeability issues, sample
reweighting, e.g. the Mondrian Conformal Prediction algorithm of Boström
and Johansson (2020) and the localization approaches of Tibshirani et al.
(2019) and Guan (2023), and calibration training, where the calibration
score function is trained to account for possible object-conditional variabil-
ity. 2. These and follow-up works focus on establishing CP-conditional va-
lidity instead of addressing general shifts between the calibration and test
distributions. Replacing CP marginal validity (6) with an exact or approx-
imate input-conditional version of it is challenging and, in general, prac-
tically unachievable (Vovk, 2012). Assuming there exists a feature map,
Z = ϕ(Ŷ ) ∈ Z, defined for any Ŷ , i.e. for any QC device, estimating an
upper bound of the BC between the noisy and noiseless outputs of classi-
cally intractable circuits would be equivalent to finding a quantile function
Q : Z ⊗ (0, 1) → [0, 1], such that

Prob
(
BC(YN+1, ŶN+1) ≥ Q(z, α)|ZN+1 = z

)
≥ 1− α (14)

where Zn = ϕ(Ŷn) are the features of the n-th device. In particular, (14)
would automatically provide valid noise quantification for large devices by
setting z = ZN+1 at test time. In the Quantum Supremacy regime, however,
this is impossible because circuits with z = ZN+1 are classically intractable

2The latter approach was initiated by Papadopoulos et al. (2008) in 2028 but has
been rarely exploited fully or investigated further. See Colombo (2024) for a more recent
example.



and cannot be used to calibrate the intervals. More generally, estimating the
empirical quantile of the conditional distribution for any z ∈ Z when Z ⊆ Rd

is impossible if N < ∞ because the probability of having N samples with
z = ZN+1 in the calibration set is zero. (Vovk, 2012). Here we focus on our
specific setup and approximate conditional validity based on two observations

1. We may be able to extract from Ŷ an ordinal feature, S = ϕ(Ŷ ), such
that

dTV(BCn, BCn′) ∝ f(|Sn − Sn′ |), Sn = ϕ(Ŷn), ∂tf(t) > 0 (15)

For example, S may be a weighted sum of a circuit’s depth and number
of interacting qubits.

2. Since the object attributes are distributions, we can infer an arbitrar-
ily high-dimension feature map, ϕ(Ŷ ) ∈ Rq, such that BC(Yn, Ŷn) ≈
wTϕ(Ŷ ) obeys

Ã(Ŷ ) = BC(Y, Ŷ )− wTϕ(Ŷ ) ∼ PÃ for all Ŷ (16)

for some w ∈ Rq3

We formalize these assumptions to derive two non-exchangeability mitigation
algorithms in Sections 2.5.1 and 2.5.2. In the experiments, we combine the
algorithms and test them empirically against a baseline CP algorithm, i.e.
the standard Split CP approach without non-exchangeability mitigation.

2.5.1 Sample selection with an ordinal feature

The idea is to rank the calibration samples according to an ordinal feature
extracted from the output distributions. Assuming the test samples rank
higher, we show that discarding low-rank calibration samples may reduce
the validity gap in (10). In this section, we make the following

Assumption 2.2. Let Y, Ŷ and Y ′, Ŷ ′ be any two noiseless and noisy dis-
tributions of two devices, A = BC(Y, Ŷ ), and A′ = BC(Y ′, Ŷ ). There exists
a one-dimensional score, ϕ(Ŷ ) ∈ R+, such that the Total Variation distance
between A and A′ obeys

dTV(A,A
′) ∝ |ϕ(Ŷ )− ϕ(Ŷ ′)| (17)

3More formally, Ã is such that the joint distribution of Ã and Ŷ factorizes, that is
PÃŶ = PÃP̃̂Y



Under this assumption, we can prove the following

Lemma 2.3. Let Sn = ϕ(Ŷn), n = 1, . . . , N +1 be defined as in Assumption
2.2 and assume BC(Yn, Ŷn) ∼ N (Sn, 1) for all n = 1, . . . , N+1 with Sn = s1
for n = 1, . . . , n̄, Sn = s2 > s1 for n = n̄ + 1, . . . , N , and SN+1 = s3 > s2
Then, if |s3 − s1| < 1

40
, and

|s3 − s1| >
N − n

N − n̄+ 1
|s2 − s1| (18)

the validity gap defined in (10) is reduced by discarding the first n̄ samples.

Proof of Lemma 2.3 Let An = BC(Yn, Ŷn), n = 1, . . . N + 1. Under the
Lemma assumptions, the validity gap of Barber et al. (2023) becomes

gap =

∑N
n=1wndTV (An, AN+1)

1 +
∑N

n=1wn

=
γ

2

n̄|s1 − s3|+ (N − n̄)|s2 − s3|
N + 1

(19)

where γ = 1
5 as shown in Devroye et al. (2018). The claim is obtained by requiring

n̄

N + 1
|s1 − s3|+

n̄

N + 1
|s2 − s3| <

N − n̄

N − n̄+ 1
|s1 − s2| (20)

□
In the experiments, we let Sn = s(Zn) be the number of qubits in the n-th

circuit, n = 1, . . . , N + 1 and assume the total variation distance between
the corresponding BCs grows linearly in |Sn − Sn′|. In this case, the validity
gap can be reduced if∑N

n=1 |Sn − SN+1|
1 +N

> min
smin∈R

∑N
n=1 1(Sn > smin)|Sn − SN+1|
1 +

∑N
n=1 1(Sn > smin)

(21)

While searching for smin ∈ R requires trying N + 1 values and is always
feasible, smin is not guaranteed to fulfil (21) if the range of available circuit
sizes is limited, however. In our experiments, we let smin be the second
largest circuit size in the calibration set. Calibration samples associated
with smaller sizes are discarded or used to fit the shift model described in
the next paragraph.



2.5.2 Calibration training

More explicit guarantees can be obtained under

Assumption 2.4. Let Ŷm ∼ PŶ and Ym ∼ PŶ , m = 1 . . . ,M , be the noisy

and noiseless i.i.d. outputs of a QC device and B̂C(Y, Ŷ ) the corresponding
empirical estimation of (1). Then, for any Ŷ and Y , there exists a scalar
function, bc = bc(Ŷ ), that approximates B̂C(Y, Ŷ ) and obeys

εBC = |bc(Ŷ )− B̂C(Y, Ŷ )| ⊥⊥ (Ŷ , Y ) (22)

i.e. has attribute-independent residuals.

In this case, we can prove the following

Theorem 2.5. Let B̂C and bc be as in Assumption 2.4, Ŷnm ∼ PŶn
and

Ynm ∼ PŶn
, n = 1, . . . , N + 1, m = 1 . . . ,M , be the noisy and noiseless

outputs of N +1 QC devices, and B̂Cn, n =, . . . , N , the associated empirical
estimation of (1). Then, for any t > 0 and any α ∈ (0, 1),

Prob
(
BC(YN+1, ŶN+1) ≥ bc(ŶN+1)− qα − t

)
≥ (1− α)(1− 2e

− 2t2

M CN+1 )

(23)

qα = inf
q

{
N∑

n=1

1
(
|B̂Cn − bc(Yn, Ŷn)| < q

)
≥ ⌈(1− α)(N + 1)⌉

}
(24)

where CN+1 = |cN+1 − c−1
N+1|, cN+1 =

√
min{miny PYn(y),miny PŶn

(y)}.

Remark. Assuming there exists a conditional model of a circuit’s BC
with Ŷ -independent residuals is a weaker assumption than assuming the
existence of the QEM function ϵnoise in (3).

Proof of Theorem 2.5. By assumption, |B̂Cn − bc(Ŷn)| are i.i.d. and then
exchangeable. The definition of qα implies

Prob
(
B̂CN+1 ≥ bc(ŶN+1)− qα

)
≥ 1− α (25)

for all α ∈ (0, 1). For any n = 1, . . . , N + 1, BC(Yn, Ŷn) is the expectation

under PŶn
of Rn(y) =

√
PYn (y)
PŶn

(y) . Hoeffding’s inequality bounds the deviation of its



empirical estimation in terms of the number of samples, M , and the variable range
with high probability. In particular, we have

Rn ∈

√min
y

PYn(y),
1√

miny PŶn
(y)

 ⊆ [
√
cn,
√

1/cn] (26)

cn = min{min
y

PYn(y),min
y

PŶn
(y)} (27)

and, for any t > 0,

Prob

∣∣∣∣∣∣M−1
M∑

m=1

√√√√PYn(Ŷnm)

PŶn
(Ŷnm)

− EŶn
Rn(Ŷn)

∣∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ t

 = (28)

= Prob
(∣∣∣B̂Cn −BC(Yn, Ŷn)

∣∣∣ ≤ t
)
≥ 1− e−

2t2

M Cn (29)

where Cn = |cn − c−1
n |. The statement is then obtained by combining the con-

centration and CP bounds, (28) and (25). □ The BC approximator needs to
be trained on data that are not used to calibrate the CP algorithm. Ideally,
the training data set should be a random subset of all available data, but
this is not required for the validity of (10). In general, however, the em-
pirical estimation of bc(Ŷ ) will not fulfil Assumption 2.4. If we assume the
BC is Gaussian distributed around a conditional mean that depends only
on (features extracted from) Ŷ , and bc is a good enough approximation of
such conditional mean, we do not need Assumption 2.4 to show that using
Ãn = |BC(Yn, Ŷn)− bc(Xn)| instead of An = BC(Yn, Ŷn) reduces the validity
gap.

Lemma 2.6. Let BCn = BC(Yn, Ŷn) ∼ N (µn, 1), n = 1, . . . , N + 1, where
the unknown conditional mean depends only on Ŷn, i.e. µn = µ(Ŷn). Let
bc(Ŷn) ≈ E(BCn|Ŷn) = µn be a pre-trained approximation of the conditional
expectation of BCn. Then replacing An = BCn with Ãn = |BCn − bc(Ŷn)| in
(10) is reduces the validity gap if

max
n

{|µn − bc(Ŷn)|} ≤ 1

5

1

N

N∑
n=1

|µn − µN+1|, (30)

Proof of Lemma 2.6. According to Theorem 1.3 of Devroye et al.
(2018), the Total Variation distance between two one-dimensional Guassians



with unit variance and means µ and µ′ obeys

4

200
|µ− µ′| ≤ dTV(N (µ, 1),N (µ′, 1)) ≤ 1

2
|µ− µ′| (31)

Consider a CP algorithm calibrated using Ãn = BCn − bc(Ŷn) ∼ N (µn −
bc(Ŷ ), 1), n = 1, . . . , N + 1, instead of An = BCn. In this case, the validity
gap defined in (10) obeys

˜gap =
1

N + 1

N∑
n=1

dTV(Ãn, ÃN+1) (32)

=
1

N + 1

N∑
n=1

dTV(N (µn − bc(Ŷn), 1),N (µn − bc(Ŷn), 1)) (33)

≤ 1

N + 1

1

2

N∑
n=1

|µn − bc(Ŷn)− µN+1 + bc(ŶN+1)| (34)

≤ N

N + 1
max

n
{|µn − bc(Ŷn)|} (35)

The validity gap of a CP algorithm calibrated using An = BCn ∼ N (µn, 1)
obeys

gap =
1

N + 1

N∑
n=1

dTV(An, AN+1) (36)

=
1

N + 1

N∑
n=1

dTV(N (µn, 1),N (µn, 1)) (37)

≤ 1

N + 1

1

5

N∑
n=1

|µn − µN+1| (38)

The latter is larger than ˜gap if

1

N

1

5

N∑
n=1

|µn − µN+1| ≥ max
n

{|µn − bc(Ŷn)|} (39)

The claim follows from noting that the total variation between two random
variables, Z,Z ′, is larger than the total variation distance between any func-
tion applied to Z and Z ′, e.g. between |Z| and |Z ′|. See the discussion below



Lemma 1 of Barber et al. (2023) for a discussion about the tightness of the
bound. □

After training bc and calibrating a CP algorithm with |An − bc(Ŷn)|, the
prediction intervals for the BC become

CN+1 = [bc(ŶN+1)− qα, bc(ŶN+1) + qα] (40)

qα = infq

{
N∑

n=1

1(|BCn − bc(Ŷn)| ≤ q) ≥ ⌈(1− α)(N + 1)⌉

}
(41)

and, under the assumptions of Lemma 2.6, have approximate (1−α) coverage

Prob(BC(YN+1, ŶN+1) ∈ CN+1) ≥ (1− α)−max
n

{|µn − bc(Ŷn)|} (42)

In the experiments, we use bc(Z) = argming E∥A − g(Z)∥2, where Z =

(Ê(Ŷ ), Ê(Ŷ ⊗ Ŷ T )) are the first and empirical second moments of Ŷn.

3 Experiments

We ran a synthetic experiment to assess the accuracy of the proposed BC
estimator and used simulated and real quantum hardware data to validate the
prediction of the CP algorithm. A summary of how we applied the methods
described in Section 2.5 in practice is given in the following section 3.1.

3.1 Pipeline

Given a quantum machine, e.g. ibm kyiv at IBM (2025), we proceed as
follows.

1. Use the quantum machine to run N classically tractable circuits and
collect the corresponding noisy outputs, Ŷnm, n = 1, . . . , N and m =
1, . . .Mshots.

2. Use a classical simulator to run the same N circuits and collect the cor-
responding noise-free outputs, Ynm, n = 1, . . . , N andm = 1, . . .Mshots.

3. Compute the BC for all n = 1, . . . , N .

4. Split the data set according to the circuit sizes, sn, e.g. we let Itrain =
{n : sn < smax}Nn=1, smax = argmaxn{sn}Nn=1 and Ical = {n : sn =
smax}Nn=1.



5. Use {Ŷn, Yn}n∈Itrain to train the shift function, g(ϕ(Ŷ )), by minimizing∑
n∈Itrain(An − g(ϕ(Ŷn)))

2, where ϕ : PŶ → Rd is an arbitrary feature
map.

6. Evaluate the transformed conformity scores, Bn = BC(Yn, Ŷn)−g(ϕ(Ŷn))
for all n ∈ Ical.

7. LetQα be the 1−α empirical quantile of the calibration scores, {Bn}n∈Ical .

8. Let ŶN+1 be the noisy output of a classically intractable test circuit
and evaluate g(ϕ(ŶN+1)).

9. Return the upper bound for the BC between ŶN+1 and its ideal (un-
available) counterpart,

BC(YN+1, ŶN+1) ≥ g(ϕ(ŶN+1) +Qα) (43)

which hold with probability 1− α− gap, with

gap = 2

∑
n∈Ical dTV(An − g(ϕ(Ŷn)), AN+1 − g(ϕ(ŶN+1))

|Ical|+ 1
(44)

An = BC(Yn, Ŷn) (45)

ϕ(Ŷn) = (Ê(Ŷn), Ê(Ŷn ⊗ Ŷ T
n )) =

(
M∑

m=1

Ŷnm,
M∑

m=1

Ŷn, ⊗ Ŷ T
nm

)
(46)

3.2 Density-ratio estimator

In all experiments, we use a Logistic Regression (LR) parametric estimator
for r̂ = PY

PŶ
,

r̂LR(Ŷn) =
f(Ŷn)

1− f(Ŷn)
, (47)

f(Y ) = σ(θ̂Tϕ(Y )) ∼ Prob(Y ∼ PY |Y ) (48)

where θ ∈ Rd, d ∈ N+ is an optimized free parameter and ϕ(Ŷn) a fixed
feature map from {Ŷn1, . . . , ŶnMshots

} to Rd. Other options include matching
all moments of PY and rPŶ under the assumption that the distributions
belong to a Reproducing Kernel Hilbert Space (RKHS) (Sugiyama et al.,
2012).



3.3 Synthetic data

We generated a set of multivariate Bernoulli product distributions of di-
mension, with dimensions s ∈ {10, 20, 40, 80} and ground truth and per-
turbed weights, w, ŵ ∈ [0, 1]s. Ground truth weights, with profile wlog i ∝
log(1+i)

s
, wrand i ∝ U∗i

s
, U ∼ Uniform[0, 1], and wcos i ∝ cos2( π

ϵ+i
), ϵ = 10−4,

i = 1, . . . , s, were perturbed using three different perturbations, ϵlog i ∝
log(ϵ + wi), ϵrand i = wi ∗ V , V ∈ N (0, 1), and ϵcos i = cos(wi ∗ 2π). The
unspecified proportionality constants guaranteed that all wi and ŵi were non-
negative and lower than 1. Each ground truth profile was perturbed with all
three perturbations. For all (w, ŵ) pairs, we estimated the Bhattacharyya
distance, dBC = − log BC, the Kullback–Leibler divergence, dKL, and the
Total Variation distance, dTV defined in (2), between the associated ground
truth and perturbed distributions with the density-ratio estimator of Sec-
tions 2.3 and 3.2 and compared them with the theoretical Bhattacharyya
distance between two multivariate Bernoulli product distributions,

d̄BC = − log
s∏

i=1

(√
wiŵi +

√
(1− wi)(1− ŵi)

)
(49)

In the first run, the highest and lowest BC distances were 1.112 and 0.016,
for w = wcos, with ϵ = ϵlog and s = 80, and w = wlog, with ϵ = ϵcos and
s = 10.

3.4 Simulated data

A realistic data set was generated by designing circuits of varying sizes and
depths and running them on the IBM fake backends and the Qiskit Aer sim-
ulator (Qiskit, 2025) to obtain the corresponding noisy and ideal outputs,
Ŷn and Yn. 36 circuits, called W-State, Portfolio Optimization with

VQE, Deutsch-Jozsa, Graph State, GHZ State, and Variational Quantum

Eigensolver were generated using the algorithms of Apak et al. (2024)
with 6 different sizes s ∈ {5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15}. 12 circuits, called Random and
Deep Random, were generated using the Qiskit random generator with pa-
rameters, (nqubits = s, depth = s) and (nqubits = s, depth = 3 ∗ s),
s ∈ {5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15}. 6 additional circuits, all with size 4 but different
depths, were generated using the walker method of Martina et al. (2022)
with depth parameter s ∈ {5, 7, 9, 11, 13, 15}. Figure 2 displays an exam-
ple of a walker circuit with depth 3. All circuits were run 5 times on 5
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Figure 3: Scatter plot between the theoretical Bhattacharyya distance, d̄BC

defined in (49), and the density-ratio estimation of dBC, dKL, and dTV ob-
tained for all weights in the first of 5 simulations. All distances were min-max
normalized before computing the correlation. The legend reports the average
correlation and corresponding standard deviations on the 5 equivalent runs.



IBM fake backends, fake cusco, fake kawasaki, fake kyiv’, fake kyoto,
and fake osaka, and using Qiskit Aer simulator. All simulations produced
Mshots = 1000 quantum shots per run. We designed four different setups
to test the mitigation strategies of Section 2.5, all, mondrian, shift, and
shift+mondrian. In shift+mondrian, we followed the procedure described
in Appendix 3.1, where the shift model, g, was a Scikit-Learn Random Forest
regressor with default parameters, ϕ(Ŷ ) = [EŶ , vec(E(Ŷ −EŶ )⊗(Ŷ −EŶ ))],
and A ∈ {dBC, dKL, dTV}. In all and mondrian, we did not train any shift
model and used data from circuits with sizes s < smax = 15 (all) and s =
s2nd max = 13 (mondrian) for calibration. In shift and shift+mondrian,
we trained the shift model on a randomly selected half of all s < smax data
(shift) and only on s < s2nd max data (shift+mondrian). In both cases, we
let the calibration set contain all the remaining s < smax data. The test set
always consisted of all s = smax = 15 data. Table 1 shows the average size
and coverage of the CP prediction intervals for all setups.

3.5 Real data

Finally, we tested the algorithms on hardware data from Martina et al.
(2022). We selected data generated by running 9 modular 4-qubit walker

circuits of increasing depth on different quantum machines. Figure 2 shows a
walker circuit of depth 3. The others were obtained by repeating its structure
2 and 3 times (see Martina et al. (2022) for more details). Each circuit ran
on 5 different quantum machines, ibm athens, ibm casablanca, ibm lima,
ibm quito, and santiago, with Mshots = 1000 quantum shots per execu-
tion. The corresponding noise-free data were generated using Qiskit’s Aer
simulator (Qiskit, 2025). We followed the procedure described in Appendix
3.1 and considered the same distribution distances and setups of Section 3.4
with s replaced by the circuit depths. The algorithms were all tested on data
generated by the deepest circuit (depth = 9). Table 2 shows the average size
and coverage of the CP prediction intervals for all setups.

3.6 Discussion

Synthetic data The proposed density-ratio estimation seems to be a good
proxy for the theoretical Bhattacharyya distance. The differences between
dKL and dBC and dTV for higher levels of noise show that dTV ignores fea-
tures accounted by the other distances. The strong similarity between dKL



dKL (simulated data) coverage size
all 0.9 (0.0136) 1.971 (0.604)
mondrian 0.922 (0.0111) 3.273 (1.222)
shift 0.883 (0.0368) 1.492 (0.756)
shift+mondrian 0.905 (0.0222) 2.816 (0.971)

dBC (simulated data) coverage size
all 0.9 (0.0136) 0.902 (0.297)
mondrian 0.922 (0.0111) 1.622 (0.604)
shift 0.888 (0.017) 0.891 (0.445)
shift+mondrian 0.905 (0.022) 1.413 (0.568)

dTV (simulated data) coverage size
all 0.911 (0.032) 0.934 (0.070)
mondrian 0.988 (0.0136) 1.004 (0.035)
shift 0.922 (0.040) 0.851 (0.127)
shift+mondrian 0.961 (0.013) 0.870 (0.071)

Table 1: Coverage and size of the CP upper bound on simulated data. The
KL, BC, and TV divergences were estimated using the empirical approxi-
mation of Section 2.3 with the Logistic Regression density-ratio estimator
described in Section 3.2. The reported values are the means and standard
deviations of 5 leave-one-out runs obtained by removing one machine from
all data sets.



dKL (real data) coverage size
all 0.787 (0.063) 0.104 (0.007)
mondrian 0.987 (0.024) 0.156 (0.004)
shift 0.725 (0.151) 0.102 (0.017)
shift+mondrian 0.962 (0.049) 0.161 (0.011)

dBC (real data) coverage size
all 0.837 (0.084) 0.031 (0.001)
mondrian 0.887 (0.061) 0.0356 (0.001)
shift 0.750 (0.142) 0.0275 (0.003)
shift+mondrian 0.925 (0.072) 0.040 (0.004)

dTV (real data) coverage size
all 0.775 (0.093) 0.395 (0.0107)
mondrian 1.000 (0.000) 0.562 (0.0154)
shift 0.600 (0.108) 0.372 (0.041)
shift+mondrian 0.912 (0.050) 0.503 (0.009)

Table 2: Coverage and size of the CP upper bounds for the real-data ex-
periment described in Section 3.5. The reported values are the mean and
standard deviation of 5 leave-one-out runs, each one obtained by removing
the data from one of the 5 quantum machines



and dBC may come from the choice of factorizable Bernoulli distributions.
Remarkably, the ratio estimation remains good when the dimensionality of
the support increases exponentially (from s = 10 to s = 80).

Simulated data The nearly perfect coverage of all is probably due to the
5-fold larger calibration set but suggests that the (simulated) noise distribu-
tion is exchangeable across different circuit sizes. shift produced more effi-
cient prediction intervals overall but undercovered in some cases. mondrian
was the less efficient on these simulations but improved after combining it
with a trained shift model, as in shift+mondrian.

Real data The consistent undercoverage of all shows that noise distribu-
tions are more affected by changing a circuit’s depth than size. The perfor-
mance in the four different setups followed the same pattern as for simulated
data. shift serious low validity was likely due to the reduced size of the
training data set.4 Except for dTV, where shift+mondrian was the best
model, the performance of mondrian and shift+mondrian was comparable.

Impact Statement

This paper presents work whose goal is to advance the field of Machine
Learning and Quantum Computing. There are many potential societal con-
sequences of our work, none of which we feel must be specifically highlighted
here.
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