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Uncertainty quantification and false selection error rate (FSR) control are crucial in many high-consequence sce-
narios, so we need models with good interpretability. This article introduces the optimality function for the binary
classification problem in selective classification. We prove the optimality of this function in oracle situations and
provide a data-driven method under the condition of exchangeability. We demonstrate it can control global FSR
with the finite sample assumption and successfully extend the above situation from binary to multi-class classifica-
tion. Furthermore, we demonstrate that FSR can still be controlled without exchangeability, ultimately completing
the proof using the martingale method.
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1. Introduction

With the advent of the big data era, our data modeling techniques have evolved from traditional low-
data models to encompass the novel, big-data-centric approach that can handle tremendous volumes of
information – such as the deep learning model. While deep learning has recorded substantial advance-
ments in fields such as Computer Vision (CV) and Natural Language Processing (NLP), it has also
spotlighted its inherent limitation, which hinges on the lack of clarity regarding our faith in the model’s
outputs, its only point of reference tends to be the performance of past data. Normally, it is assumed
that the training and testing data originate from the same distribution, but this assumption does not
often hold in real-life scenarios.

Uncertainty quantification and error control are crucial in many high-consequence scenarios, such as
the medical and financial fields. We need models with stellar interpretability since incorrect outcomes
can often lead to severe consequences. Therefore, to balance the processing of large data with the
need for precision, selective inference is a good choice Benjamini, Y (2010). We only make definitive
decisions on a selected subset, while the remaining subjects receive indecision. In other words, data
that is hard to process will be held in abeyance, termed an "indecision" choice.

By introducing the indecision method, the False Selection Error Rate (FSR) can be effectively con-
trolled. Indecision methods are not uncommon, for instance, in tumor image evaluations within the
medical field. Various models can be employed to predict positive or negative outcomes, and images
that the model cannot determine are left to experts for evaluation. This approach effectively reduces
manual workload. FSR is a generic concept in selective inference, encompassing significant special
cases such as the standard misclassification rate and false discovery rate. With this foundation, our
objective is to maximize power as much as possible while maintaining control over the global FSR –
that is, the expected fraction of erroneous decisions among all definitive choices.

In dealing with a standard multiple testing problem where the null distribution, denoted as 𝑃0, is
known, the Benjamini-Hochberg (BH) procedure Benjamini Y (1995) ensures control over the FDR
(False Discovery Rate). This method applies to finite samples and is uniform over all alternative distri-
butions when the test statistics are either independent or satisfy the Positive Regression Dependency on
a Subset (PRDS) property, according to Benjamini, Y (2001), Benjamini Y (2000), and Bates S (2023).
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There have been suggestions for variants of the BH procedure aimed at both easing the conservatism
when the fraction of nulls does not approximate 1 – such as in the Storey-BH or Quantile-BH procedure
Benjamini Y (2006) and bolstering the FDR control under broader, dependent structures mention
ref30.

The q-value method proposed by Storey Storey J D. (2002) is closely related to conformal inference
Vovk V (2005) and the BH procedure Benjamini Y (1995). Conformal inference is most commonly
applied to outlier detection, as noted in Angelopoulos A N (2020), Kaur R (2021), and Bates S (2023).
However, it can also yield favorable outcomes for classification problems Liang Z (2022). These two
methods can be effectively combined with contemporary machine learning and deep learning models,
contributing to the interpretability of black-box models Liang Z (2023), Marandon A (2022), Haroush
M (2021). The concept of local FDR inspires the q-value procedure we propose citeref4, Sun W (2007).

Unlike multiple testing, indecisions are not allowed in the conventional classification setup. However,
decision errors, which can be very expensive to correct, are often unavoidable due to the intrinsic am-
biguity of a classification model. The selective classification formulation provides a useful framework
that trades off a fraction of indecision for fewer classification errors. The expected number of indeci-
sions often reflects the difficulty of the task, as well as the degree of uncertainty in the decision-making
process.

To maximize power, we focus on global FSR, and the problem of controlling FSR separately has
been solved in the article Rava B (2021). We will prove that this method is not optimal for controlling
global FSR. In the paper Gang B (2022), data is sampled from a compound of two normal distributions,
and the author designed a clever shrinkage factor to control global FSR.

The second way to control the error rate for black-box models is to allow the classification result to
contain multiple classes Lei J (2022), Guan L (2022). That is, assessing the probability that the true
label of the sample in the predicted set is higher than a given threshold. Simultaneously, it is necessary
to minimize the average number of predicted classes to maximize power.

In Section 2, we will introduce the formulas used in this article. In Section 3, we provide proof of
the optimal decision function under the oracle scenario. In Section 4, under the assumption of data
exchangeability, we first propose a data-driven method. Next, when pi differs, we also provide an upper
bound for the error rate under this method. Lastly, we consider the situation where different weights
are assigned to the test data and provide a corresponding data-driven method along with its proof.
In Section 5, we present a few simulations to demonstrate that our method can control error rate and
compare to the previous FASI method, exhibits clear advantages. It indirectly validates the optimality
results discussed in Section Three. Section 6 concludes the article.

2. Problem Formulation

We divide the labeled data into two parts: train data and calibration data. The data to be predicted is
called test data, and they do not have labels. The train data is used to train the model, and the calibration
data is used to compare with the test data, which can correct the model to a certain extent.

In later sections, we will try to give an optimal score function in the context of global FSR control
and correspondingly give a data-driven method. The following briefly introduces some symbolic repre-
sentations: We assume there are 𝐾 classes, {1,2,3, ..., 𝐾}. And 𝑛 samples 𝐷 = {(𝑋𝑖 ,𝑌𝑖) : 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛}
is divided into a training set and a calibration set: 𝐷 = 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 ∪ 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , where 𝑋𝑖 ∈ 𝑅𝑝 is a 𝑝-
dimensional vector of features, and 𝑌𝑖 is the real class, 𝑌𝑖 ∈ {1,2,3, ..., 𝐾}. The (future) test set
{𝑋𝑛+1, 𝑋𝑛+2, ..., 𝑋𝑛+𝑚} is recorded as 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , and these data do not have labels. We conveniently record
the sample size of calibration data and test data as 𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 and 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 . In the following content, to simplify
the notation, we use 𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 or 𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 to refer to (𝑋𝑖 ,𝑌𝑖) ∈ 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 or 𝑋𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 .
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We denote the predicted result of the 𝑖th sample as 𝑌𝑖 . In the selective classification framework, if we
have enough evidence that 𝑋𝑖 belongs to a class, then we predict 𝑌𝑖 ∈ {1,2, ..., 𝐾}, and if the class of
the sample cannot be judged through the existing data, we correspondingly record 𝑌𝑖 as 0. To focus on
key ideas, we mainly consider the binary classification problem in our article. Therefore 𝑌𝑖 ∈ {0,1,2},
and 𝑌𝑖 ∈ {1,2}. Since our model is designed to deal with black-box models, we use 𝑆1 (𝑋𝑖) and 𝑆2 (𝑋𝑖)
to represent the scores for class 1 and class 2 for sample 𝑋𝑖 obtained from the model. Without loss of
generality, we assume that the sum of 𝑆1 (𝑋𝑖) and 𝑆2 (𝑋𝑖) is 1.

In the selective classification problem, the expression of FSP is

FSP =

∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 =𝑌𝑖 ,𝑌𝑖 ≠ 0)∑

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 ≠ 0)
,

and FSR is the expectation of FSP.
Here, we no longer make too many assumptions about the distribution of 𝑋 but directly give an

assumption on the distribution of 𝑆𝑖 (𝑥). We define the distribution of 𝑆1 (𝑥) and 𝑆2 (𝑥) in test data and
calibration data as

𝑆𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑥) ∼ 𝐹𝑖𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑥) = 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · 𝐹𝑖1 + (1 − 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) · 𝐹𝑖2,

𝑆𝑖𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑥) ∼ 𝐹
𝑖
𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑥) = 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 · 𝐹

𝑖
1 + (1 − 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙) · 𝐹𝑖2,

(1)

where 𝑖 = 1,2 and 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 /𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 is the probability of belonging to class 1 in test/calibration data, and
1− 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 /1− 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 is the probability of belonging to class 2 in test/calibration data. 𝐹 𝑗

𝑘
is the conditional

CDF of 𝑆 𝑗 (𝑥) given 𝑌 = 𝑘 . Let 𝑓 𝑗
𝑘

be the probability density function of 𝐹 𝑗
𝑘

. We first assume that
𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 = 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 between test and calibration data, then prove FSR can be controlled under the exchangeable
condition. Next, assuming that 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 ≠ 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and proving the data-driven method also can control the
FSR. In this paper, we have the following contributions:

• In the oracle procedure, we proved the optimality of 𝑆(𝑥) = max{𝑆1 (𝑥), 𝑆2 (𝑥)} for the global FSR
control. The optimal function of 𝐾 (𝐾 > 2) class classification and the corresponding proof are in
the appendix.

• In the data-driven procedure, we prove our proposed algorithm controls the FSR under the ex-
changeability assumption among 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 ∪ 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 . Define a new concept 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and give an esti-
mation of it by Storey’s estimator. We extend our data-driven method in binary classification to
multi-classification problems in the appendix.

• When the proportion of classes is different in calibration data and test data, We give an upper
bound of our method. Through our numerical experiments, we can see that our method does
control FSR and holds advantages in accuracy and power compared to other methods.

• In the data-driven procedure, we provide another perspective on the martingale proof. We prove
that when different weights are added to the test data and calibration data, the FSR also can be
controlled.

3. Oracle procedure and optimality of FSR control in binary
classification problem

First, we consider the oracle situation and assume that the score obtained is the true probability of
belonging to the class. We will prove the score function 𝑆(𝑥) = max{𝑆1 (𝑥), 𝑆2 (𝑥)} is optimal in the
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sense of ETS under the control of global FSR, where 𝑆𝑖 = 𝑃(𝑌 = 𝑖 |𝑥). We make decisions by

𝛿 = arg max 𝑆𝑖 (𝑥)
𝑖

· I(𝑆(𝑥) ≥ 𝑡).

We denote the predicted value as 𝑌 , and define mFSR and ETS for test data as:

mFSR =
E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌𝑖 ,𝑌𝑖 ≠ 0)}
E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌𝑖 ≠ 0)}

,

ETS =
∑︁

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
(𝑌𝑖 =𝑌𝑖 ,𝑌𝑖 ≠ 0).

We cannot express the decision rule 𝛿 only by 𝑆 because 𝑆 cannot represent all information of samples.
We still use 𝑆𝑖 here for convenience.

Theorem 1. Under the assumption of the distribution of 𝑆1, 𝑆2 of test data and calibration data, and
𝛼 has been chosen in advance. Let 𝐷𝛼 denote the selection rules that satisfy mFSR ≤ 𝛼. Let ETS𝛿
denote the ETS of an arbitrary decision rule 𝛿. Then, the oracle procedure is optimal in the sense that
ETS𝛿𝑂𝑅 ≤ ETS𝛿 for any 𝛿 ∈ 𝐷𝛼 and finite sample size 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 .

From the definition of mFSR, there is

mFSR(𝑡) = 𝑃(𝑌 ≠𝑌 |𝑆(𝑥) ≥ 𝑡).

Traditionally, we still use 𝑄(𝑡) to denote mFSR(𝑡). We first prove that the 𝑄(𝑡) is monotonically de-
creasing in the oracle situation.

𝑄(𝑡) = 𝑃(𝑌 ≠𝑌 |𝑆(𝑥) ≥ 𝑡)

=
𝐸 (∑ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ((1 − 𝑆 𝑗 )I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡)))

𝐸 (∑ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡))
,

(2)

where 𝑆 𝑗 = 𝑆(𝑋 𝑗 ) = max{𝑆1 (𝑋 𝑗 ), 𝑆2 (𝑋 𝑗 )}.

Lemma 3.1. Suppose 𝑝(𝑥) is a non-negative and bounded function, and 𝑓 (𝑥) is a monotonically de-
creasing function. Then function (3) decreases monotonically, and the function 𝑄(𝑡) defined by (2)
decreases monotonically.

𝑔(𝑡) =
∫ 1
𝑡
𝑓 (𝑥)𝑝(𝑥)𝑑𝑥∫ 1
𝑡
𝑝(𝑥)𝑑𝑥

(3)

Due to the monotonicity of 𝑄(𝑡), we have the corresponding 𝑄−1 (𝛼) for any threshold 𝛼 set in
advance. So the oracle rule can be written as

𝛿𝑛+ 𝑗 (𝛼) = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑛+ 𝑗
𝑖

· I(𝑆𝑛+ 𝑗 ≥ 𝑄−1 (𝛼)). (4)

Where no ambiguity arises, we denote arg max𝑖 𝑆
𝑖
𝑛+ 𝑗 as 𝑌 ′

𝑛+ 𝑗 and 𝛿𝑛+ 𝑗 (𝛼) as 𝑌𝑛+ 𝑗 .
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And it is easy to see that

𝛿(𝛼) = 1 · I(𝑆1 ≥ 𝑄−1 (𝛼)) + 2 · I(𝑆2 ≥ 𝑄−1 (𝛼))

are equivalent to the expression (4). Since 𝑆𝑖 (𝑥) satisfies the equation 𝑆1 (𝑥) + 𝑆2 (𝑥) = 1, 𝑄(𝛼) must
also be a number greater than 0.5 for 𝑆(𝑥) ≥ 0.5, so we don’t have to consider overlapping situations.

Remark. Let us use another angle to understand the problem. 𝑆𝑖 (𝑥) itself expresses the possibility of
𝑥 belonging to class 𝑖. If we only classify according to the large or small value of 𝑆𝑖 , that is, arg max𝑖 𝑆

𝑖 ,
it is logically impossible to control the error rate because of the model-free assumption. So we add the
screening of the value of 𝑆, based on arg max𝑖 𝑆

𝑖 . When the value of 𝑆 is large enough, we classify
according to arg max𝑖 𝑆𝑖 . That is the explanation of 𝛿 = arg max𝑖 𝑆

𝑖 · I(𝑆 ≥ 𝑡).

4. The data-driven procedure of FSR control in binary classification
problem

4.1. Data-driven procedure

Just like the data-driven procedure in FASI, we use the martingale method to control the FSR. The
difference with the oracle situation is that the score function here is no longer 𝑆𝑖 (𝑥) = 𝑃(𝑦 = 𝑖 |𝑥), but
a heuristic score, and we denote it as 𝑆𝑖 . So the corresponding 𝑄(𝑡) is no longer monotonic. Here we
learn from the idea of the q-value in Storey J D. (2003).

We again explain the notation that we will use: we denote the calibration set as 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , the test set
as 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , where 𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 represents the number of samples in the calibration set and 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 represents the
number of samples in the test set.

Assumption 1. The groups {(𝑋𝑖 ,𝑌𝑖) : 𝑋𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 ∪ 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 }are exchangeable.

Our decision rule is

𝛿 𝑗 (𝑡) = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑗
𝑖

· I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡),

where 𝑆 𝑗 = max{𝑆1 (𝑋 𝑗 ), 𝑆2 (𝑋 𝑗 )}, 𝑆𝑖𝑗 is the score of class 𝑖 for sample 𝑗 from the black-box model.
The estimated false discovery proportion (FSP), as a function of 𝑡, is given by

�̂�(𝑡) =
1

𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙+1 {
∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡,𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌𝑖) + 1}

1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

{∑𝑛+ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆𝑛+ 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡)}
∨

1
, (5)

where 𝑌𝑖 denote the predicted class of sample 𝑖, 𝑌𝑖 denote the real class of sample 𝑖. We choose the
smallest 𝑡 such that the estimated FSP is less than 𝛼. Define

𝜏 = �̂�−1 (𝛼) = inf{𝑡 : �̂�(𝑡) ≤ 𝛼}, (6)

and

�̂�𝑛+ 𝑗 = inf
𝑡≤𝑠

{�̂�(𝑡)}, (7)
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where 𝑠 = 𝑆(𝑋𝑛+ 𝑗 ). Therefore

I(�̂�𝑛+ 𝑗 ≤ 𝛼) ⇔ I(𝑆𝑛+ 𝑗 ≤ 𝜏).

So decision rule can be written as: for a given 𝛼,

𝛿𝑛+ 𝑗 = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑛+ 𝑗
𝑖

· I(�̂�𝑛+ 𝑗 ≤ 𝛼).

Algorithm 1 FSR control procedure on binary classification.
Input: Existing data 𝐷 and its real class, test data 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 .
Output: Classification result of test data.

1: Randomly split 𝐷 into 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 .
2: Train a black-box model only on 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 to get score function 𝑆1 (𝑥), 𝑆2 (𝑥).
3: Predict base scores for all observations in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 .
4: Compute the q-value for all test data using equation (5).
5: Compute the R-value for all test data using equation (7).
6: Threshold the R-value at a user-specified level 𝛼, assigning an observation in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 to class 𝑌𝑖 if
�̂�𝑖 ≤ 𝛼, where

𝑌𝑖 = arg max 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖

𝑗

· I(�̂�𝑖 ≤ 𝛼).

7: Return an indecision result on all remaining observations where �̂�𝑖 ≥ 𝛼.

Theorem 2. We denote 𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 /𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙 as the samples whose real class corresponds to a lower score in
the {𝑆1, 𝑆2} in the test/calibration data. Define

𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 =
|𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 |
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

, 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙 =
|𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙 |
𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙

, 𝛾 = E( 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙

).

Assume there exist 𝑥0 ≠ 𝑥1, s.t. 𝐹1
1 (𝑥0) ≠ 𝐹2

1 (𝑥0) and 𝐹1
1 (𝑥1) ≠ 𝐹2

1 (𝑥1). Then, under Assumption 1, the
Algorithm 1 with R-value formula (5) can control FSR at 𝛼 precisely.

4.2. Control FSR under different sparsity

To maximize the method power, we need to estimate 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 when data are not exchangeable. From the
assumption on distribution (1), we know:

𝑆1
𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑥) ∼ 𝐹1

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑥) = 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · 𝐹1
1 + (1 − 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) · 𝐹1

2 ,

𝑆2
𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑥) ∼ 𝐹2

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑥) = 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · 𝐹2
1 + (1 − 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) · 𝐹2

2 .
(8)
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We are considering a binary classification problem. When treating 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 as a fixed constant, the equation
can be simplified to:

E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) = E( |𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 |/𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 )

=
E[∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 {I(𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖) ≥ 0.5, 𝑐 = 2) + I(𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖) < 0.5, 𝑐 = 1) = 1}]

𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
.

(9)

According to Chebyshev’s law of large numbers, the above formula converges to the following formula
with probability 1.

E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) = P(𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖) ≥ 0.5, 𝑐 = 2) + P(𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖) < 0.5, 𝑐 = 1)

= (1 − 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) · (1 − 𝐹1
2 (0.5)) + 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · 𝐹

1
1 (0.5).

(10)

So we only need to estimate 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and 𝐹1
1 . And 𝐹1

1 can be estimated from calibration data, 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 can be
estimated by Storey’s estimator Storey J D. (2003) used on test data, that is: we define

𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜆) = #{𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 : 𝑆1
𝑖 > 𝜆},

and from the empirical CDF the expected number of 𝑆1
𝑖

should be 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · (1 − 𝐹1
1 (𝜆)). Setting

expected equal to observed, we obtain:

�̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜆) =
𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜆)

𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (1 − �̂�1
1 (𝜆))

, (11)

and E{�̂�(𝜆)} ≥ 𝜋. We plug the estimation of 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 into equation (9), so as to get the estimation of
E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ):

𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 = (1 − �̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜆)) · (1 − �̂�1
2 (0.5)) + �̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜆) · �̂�

1
1 (0.5)

= 1 − �̂�1
2 (0.5) + �̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜆) · (�̂�

1
2 (0.5) − 1 + �̂�1

1 (0.5)),
(12)

where the �̂�𝑖
𝑗
(0.5) is calculated by calibration data, and we take 𝜆 as 𝜏, calculated by (6).

Assumption 2. 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ≠ 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 but the conditional distribution of the same class is consistent in test data
and calibration data.

Here, we consider the case where the proportions of class 1 and class 2 in test and calibration data are
different. So the 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 is estimated using Storey’s estimator on test data, and the 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 can be estimated
directly using the empirical distribution of calibration data.

Lemma 4.1. In the procedure of estimating 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , we use Storey’s estimator for 𝑆1 when

𝐹1
2 (0.5) + 𝐹

1
1 (0.5) − 1 ≥ 0.

That is:

𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜆) = #{𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 : 𝑆1
𝑖 > 𝜆}, �̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜆) =

𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜆)
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (1 − �̂�1

1 (𝜆))
.

Otherwise, we use Storey’s estimator for 𝑆2. Under the steps above, we have E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) ≤ E{𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 } for
any 𝜆.
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According to the Lemma 4.1, without loss of generality, we can assume that 𝐹1
2 (0.5) +𝐹

1
1 (0.5) −1 ≥

0, and Storey’s estimator is used for 𝑆1. Therefore we define:

�̃�(𝑡) = 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙
· �̂�(𝑡)

=
𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙
·

1
𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙+1 {

∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡,𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌𝑖) + 1}

1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

{∑𝑛+ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆𝑛+ 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡)}
∨

1
.

(13)

From the proof above, We choose the smallest 𝑡 such that the estimated FSP is less than 𝛼. Define

𝜏 = �̃�−1 (𝛼) = inf{𝑡 : �̃�(𝑡) ≤ 𝛼}, (14)

and

�̃�𝑛+ 𝑗 = inf
𝑡≤𝑠

{�̃�(𝑡)}, (15)

where 𝑠 = 𝑆(𝑋𝑛+ 𝑗 = 𝑥). So, the new decision rule can be written as: for a given 𝛼,

𝛿𝑛+ 𝑗 = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑛+ 𝑗
𝑖

· I(�̃�𝑛+ 𝑗 ≤ 𝛼).

Algorithm 2 FSR control procedure with different 𝜋.
Input: Existing data 𝐷 and its real class, test data 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 .
Output: Classification result of test data 𝑌𝑖 .

1: Randomly split 𝐷 into 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 .
2: Train a black-box model only on 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 to get score function 𝑆1 (𝑥), 𝑆2 (𝑥).
3: Predict base scores for all observations in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 .
4: Compute the q-value, using equation (5) for 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , and calculate 𝜏 by (6).
5: Calculate �̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 by formula (11) and take 𝜆 as 𝜏, calculate 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙 by its empirical distribution

𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙 =
{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 [I(𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖) ≥ 0.5, 𝑐 = 2) + I(𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖) < 0.5, 𝑐 = 1) = 1]}

𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
.

6: Estimate �̂�1
2 (0.5), �̂�

1
2 (0.5) and �̂�1

1 (0.5)) by calibration data and plug in formula (12) to get 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 .
7: Compute the new q-value �̃�𝑖 for all test data by (13) and 𝜏 by (14).
8: Compute the new R-value �̃�𝑖 by (15) for all test data based on �̃�𝑖 .
9: Threshold the new R-value at a user-specified level 𝛼, assigning an observation in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 to class 𝑌𝑖

if �̃�𝑖 ≤ 𝛼, where

𝑌𝑖 = arg max 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖

𝑗

· I(�̃�𝑖 ≤ 𝛼).

10: Return indecision on all remaining observations where �̃�𝑖 ≥ 𝛼.

FSP of the proposed algorithm is given by

FSP(𝜏) = 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)∨1

. (16)
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And we have the following theorem.

Theorem 3. Denote

𝐶 =
E(𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙)
E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 )

· ( 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙

+ 1 − 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
1 − 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙

).

Then under Assumption 2 that 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 is different from 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 and the conditional distribution of the same
class is consistent in test data and calibration data. The Algorithm 2 with R-value (15) can control FSR
at 𝐶𝛼, where

FSR = E

{∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌𝑖 ,𝑌𝑖 ≠ 0)∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌𝑖 ≠ 0)∨1

}
.

We denote

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) = #{𝑖 : 𝑆(𝑥𝑖) ≥ 𝜏,𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌𝑖 , 𝑥𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 },

𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) = #{𝑖 : 𝑆(𝑥𝑖) ≥ 𝜏,𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌𝑖 , 𝑥𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙},

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) = #{𝑖 : 𝑆(𝑥𝑖) ≥ 𝜏, 𝑥𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 },

𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) = #{𝑖 : 𝑆(𝑥𝑖) ≥ 𝜏, 𝑥𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙}.

(17)

To illustrate the theorem, we expand the expression of FSP(𝜏) above

FSP(𝜏) = 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

· 𝑉
𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)∨1

=�̃�(𝜏) · 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙
𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

≤𝛼 · 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑐0

𝑐1 + 𝑐2 · �̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
· 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

,

(18)

where 𝑐0 = |𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙 |/|𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 |, 𝑐1 = 1 − �̂�1
2 (0.5), 𝑐2 = �̂�1

2 (0.5) − 1 + �̂�1
1 (0.5). We prove the following

lemma:

Lemma 4.2. Let (Ω,F ,P) be a triple, and 𝑋 is a random variable with E( |𝑋 |) <∞. Let G and H be
a sub-𝜎-algebra of F .

i. If H is independent of 𝜎(𝜎(𝑋),G) then E[𝑋 |𝜎(G,H)] = E(𝑋 |G), a.s.
ii.Let {𝑠1, 𝑠2, ..., 𝑠𝑛} be a series random variables which satisfy 𝑎 ≤ 𝑠1 ≤ 𝑠2 ≤ ... ≤ 𝑠𝑛 ≤ 𝑏 and ex-

changeability. X is defined by a subsequence of {𝑠𝑘}1≤𝑘≤𝑛, and independent of b. If H = 𝜎(𝑠𝑖)𝑘+1≤𝑖≤𝑛,
G = 𝜎(𝑠𝑖)𝑘≤𝑖≤𝑛, where 𝑠𝑘 is independent of 𝑋 , then

E[𝑋 |G] = E(𝑋 |H), a.s.

Lemma 4.3. if (𝑋𝑛, 𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛, 𝑛 ≥ 0) and (𝑌𝑛, 𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛, 𝑛 ≥ 0) are martingales. |𝑌𝑛 | and |𝑋𝑛 | has a
finite upper bound 𝑀 , then (𝑋𝑛 ·𝑌𝑛, 𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛, 𝑛 ≥ 0) is also a martingale.

When the exchangeability is not satisfied, the expression 16 is not a martingale anymore so we can
divide it by

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

≤
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝜏) + 1

+
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡2 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙2 (𝜏) + 1

, (19)
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where 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝜏) are the samples that belong to class 2 but are classified to class 1 when the threshold is
𝜏, and 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡2 (𝜏) are the samples that belong to class 1 but are classified to class 2 when the threshold is
𝜏.

Lemma 4.4. We force the following discrete-time filtration that describes the misclassification process:

𝐹𝑘 = {Δ(𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘),𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘))}𝑡𝑙≤𝑠𝑘≤𝑡 ,

where 𝑠𝑘 corresponds to the threshold(time) when exactly k subjects, combining the subjects in both
𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 and 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , are misclassified, 𝑛 = 𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 . Then

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝜏) + 1

,
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡2 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙2 (𝜏) + 1

are both martingales.

Remark. From Theorem 3, we give an upper bound for FSR control when data are not exchangeable
between 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 and 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , but the upper bound is influenced by different 𝜋. When 𝜋 is extremely large
or small, this can lead to a large upper bound. Therefore, our future work will propose a new q-value
method to estimate mFSR to give a more precise control.

4.3. Weighted data-driven procedure

We still consider the situation of Assumption 1 here. When the reliability of calibration data is lower
than that of test data, we can improve our method by assigning more weight to the test data. In this
case, we first prove a new mirror process to demonstrate that it is a martingale. Then, we propose a new
algorithm and provide a theorem to ensure its reliability.

Corollary 4.1. we force the following discrete-time filtration that describes the misclassification pro-
cess:

𝐹𝑘 = {Δ(𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘), 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘))}𝑡𝑙≤𝑠𝑘≤𝑡 ,

where 𝑠𝑘 corresponds to the threshold(time) when exactly k subjects, combining the subjects in both
𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 and 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 are rejected. Then

𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝐾
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 1

is a martingale for any positive integer 𝐾 .

Therefore we define:

�̂�𝑤 (𝑡, 𝐾) =
1

𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙+1 {
∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡,𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌𝑖) + 1}

1
𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙+𝐾 · (𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡+1) {

∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡) + 𝐾 · (∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡) + 1)}

. (20)

We take 𝐾 as a constant as the ratio between the weights of test data and calibration data. Choose the
smallest 𝑡 such that the estimated FSP is less than 𝛼. Define

𝜏𝑤 = �̂�−1
𝑤 (𝛼) = inf{𝑡 : �̂�𝑤 (𝑡) ≤ 𝛼}, (21)



Controlling FSR in Selective Classification 11

and

𝑅𝑤𝑛+ 𝑗 = inf
𝑡≤𝑠

{�̂�𝑤 (𝑡)}, (22)

where 𝑠 = 𝑆(𝑋𝑛+ 𝑗 = 𝑥). So, the decision rule can be written as: for a given 𝛼,

𝛿
𝑛+ 𝑗
𝑤 = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑛+ 𝑗

𝑖

· I(𝑅𝑤𝑛+ 𝑗 ≤ 𝛼). (23)

Algorithm 3 FSR control procedure with different weights on test data.
Input: Existing data 𝐷 and its real class, test data 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 .
Output: Classification result of test data.

1: Randomly split 𝐷 into 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 .
2: Train a black-box model only on 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 to get the score function 𝑆1 (𝑥), 𝑆2 (𝑥).
3: Predict base scores for all observations in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 .
4: Take 𝐾 as a constant as the ratio of the weights of test data and calibration data.
5: Compute the q-value for all test data using equation (20).
6: Compute the R-value for all test data using equation (22).
7: Threshold the R-value at a user-specified level 𝛼, assigning an observation in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 to class 𝑌𝑖 if
�̂�𝑖 ≤ 𝛼, where

𝑌𝑖 = arg max 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖

𝑗

· I(𝑅𝑤𝑖 ≤ 𝛼).

8: Return an indecision result on all remaining observations where �̂�𝑖 ≥ 𝛼.

Remark. In the proof of martingale, the structure is the most important thing. Any expression struc-
ture similar to (40) can be proved as a martingale. A martingale plus a constant is still a martingale.
Therefore, in the article FASI,

𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 1
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 1

can be written as

1 + 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 1

.

The structure of adding one to the denominator is the same as the expression 16.

Theorem 4. Under the Assumption 1, assigning different weights to calibration data and test data
according to different scenarios, we can get different weighted selective classification methods, and
they can also control the global FSR, for all positive integers 𝐾 by Algorithm 3.

Therefore, taking different 𝐾 always controls the global FSR, and the degree of control is the same.
Observing the role of 𝐾 in the �̂�𝑤 (𝑡) formula shows that the larger the value of 𝐾 , the more times the
test data is reused, that is, the higher the weight of the test data. Therefore, this method is suitable for
when the reliability of the calibration data is not high, including when the calibration data is simulated
data, or there exists noisy data, etc. Then, we can give the test data a higher weight by adjusting the
value of 𝐾 .
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Figure 1. The horizontal axis is 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 , and 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 is taken as 0.5. The picture on the left shows the change of FSP
with 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 in our base method. The picture on the right shows the change of FSP with 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 in the FASI method.

5. Numerical Simulation

This section presents the results from two simulation scenarios comparing FASI to our algorithm. We
illustrate that our algorithm can control FSR more accurately so that the algorithm has greater power.
We denote the distribution of 𝑆1 in test data as

𝐹 (·) = 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · 𝐹1
1 (𝑥) + (1 − 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) · 𝐹1

2 (𝑥),

and the distribution of calibration data as

𝐹 (·) = 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 · 𝐹1
1 (𝑥) + (1 − 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙) · 𝐹1

2 (𝑥).

We simulate 100 data sets and apply our algorithm and FASI with R-values defined in (15) at FSR level
0.1 to the simulated data sets. We take the distribution of 𝐹1

1 and 𝐹1
2 as follows:

𝐹1
1 =N

(
3
8
,

1
64

)
, 𝐹1

2 =N
(

5
8
,

1
64

)
.

And taken 𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 = 1500 and 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 = 1000. When the sample score is less than 0 or greater than 1, we
take it as 0 or 1.

Next, we verified through multiple experiments that our base method can control FSR no matter
what value 𝜋 takes and compared it with FASI. Although FASI can control the error rate of each
class, the overall error rate will be inflated or conservative. It is difficult for FASI to accurately control
global FSR near the predetermined threshold. As shown in fig 1, we fixed 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 at 0.5 and took 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 as
{0.1,0.2, ..,0.8,0.9} respectively. Through experiments, we found that when the value of 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 gradu-
ally moves away from 0.5, the FSP of the FASI algorithm gradually becomes uncontrollable, but the
FSP of our algorithm is still stable.

In the second group experiment, we set 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 fixed at 0.5, and 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 is set to {0.1,0.2, ...,0.8,0.9}
respectively, we will find that the FSP of the base method and the FASI method are still stable near
the threshold, and comparing the power of the two algorithms, we will find that the overall result of
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Figure 2. The horizontal axis is 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , and 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 is taken as 0.5. The picture on the left shows the change of FSP
with 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 in our base method, and the image on the right shows how the number of rejections of the base method
minus the number of rejections of the FASI method changes with 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 when taking 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 as 1000.

Figure 3. We set the weights to 0, 1, 2, 3, and 4 respectively, and repeated the experiment one hundred times for
each group. The picture on the left shows the change in the number of rejections with weight in our base method,
and the image on the right shows the change of FSP with weight.

the base method is slightly better than the FASI method, which also verifies the optimality of the score
function we proved earlier, as shown in fig 2.

Finally, we set the weight 𝐾 as {0,1,2,3,4} respectively and repeated the experiment one hundred
times for each group. We draw a box plot, and it is verified through the image that the weight method
can control FSR, but the weight parameter currently does not show a strong correlation with FSP, as
shown in fig 3.
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6. Discussions

FSR control has a wide range of applications in various fields of real life. By introducing indecision
choices, we effectively reduce the error rate. Essentially, samples that are difficult to classify are handed
over to experts for handling. We first introduce the optimality function in the oracle case and provide
theoretical proof. We narrow down the search for the optimal solution of this problem to the case where
the thresholds for all classes are identical.

In the data-driven procedure, we provide the algorithm with exchangeability between 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 and
𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , the algorithm with different 𝜋, and the algorithm that allocates more weight to test data. We
include proof of theoretical FSR control for all algorithms. Finally, we successfully extended binary
classification to multi-classification tasks.

However, when 𝜋 differs, the proposed algorithm still cannot accurately control the FSR at the thresh-
old but only gives an unstable upper bound. In our subsequent research, we will continue to improve this
algorithm by justifying the q-value formula. In the appendix, we proved the optimal decision function
in multi-class classification by constructing a mapping, which is only suitable for multi-class classifi-
cation problems. Therefore, we will continue to investigate these types of issues in future research.

Appendix A: Connection with multi-class classification method

A.1. Multi-class classification

In the case of proving the optimality, we observe that the indecision method and the multi-class classifi-
cation method mentioned in the previous section are equivalent to the problem of binary classification.
By establishing a set of mappings, we can complete the unification of these two methods on the binary
classification problem and prove the optimality of the multi-classification task on the binary classifica-
tion.

We re-elaborate the ideas of the two methods: We have two classes, {1,2}. For the indecision-
method, we have decision space{{1}, {2}, {0}}, and

𝛿𝑖𝑑 (𝑡) = arg max𝑖 𝑆
𝑖 · I(𝑆 ≥ 𝑡).

When we do not have enough confidence to judge that 𝑥 belongs to a certain class, we make a predic-
tion 𝑌 = 0. And for multi-class classification method, the decision space is {{1}, {2}, {1,2}}, and the
decision rule is

𝛿𝑚𝑐 (𝑡) =


{1}, 𝑤ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝑆1 ≥ 𝑡.
{2}, 𝑤ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝑆2 ≥ 𝑡.

{1,2}, 𝑤ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝑆 < 𝑡, 𝑆1 + 𝑆2 ≥ 𝑡.

where 𝑆 = max{𝑆1, 𝑆2}, the prediction{1,2} means that the probability of the real class of sample i
in the prediction set is greater than the given threshold. For class c, the recall rate of the multi-class
classification method is P(𝑐 ∈ 𝑌 |𝑌 = 𝑐), and the global recall rate is P(𝑌 ∈ 𝑌 ). We denote them as 𝑟𝑐
and 𝑟 .

So if we make the following map 𝐹 : 𝛿𝑖𝑑 (𝑋) → 𝛿𝑚𝑐 (𝑋),

𝐹 (𝑌𝑖𝑑) =


{1}, 𝑤ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝑌 = 1.
{2}, 𝑤ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝑌 = 2.

{1,2}, 𝑤ℎ𝑒𝑛 𝑌 = 0.
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We build a mapping that connects the indecision method with the multi-class classification method,
and 𝐹 is a bijection.

We prove that if 𝑆(𝑥) is the optimal solution of the indecision method, then the decision rule for the
multi-class classification method by mapping 𝐹 from 𝑆 is also the optimal solution. Assume for the
indecision method

mFSR = P(𝑌 =𝑌 |𝑌 ≠ 0) = 𝛼,

and the number of test data is 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , and the number of indecisions is 𝑛𝑖𝑑 . So, for the multi-class
classification method with bijection 𝐹, we have

P(𝑌 ∈ 𝑌 ) = (𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 − 𝑛𝑖𝑑) · 𝛼
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

. (24)

From the conclusion of Section 3, we can know that under the decision rule 𝛿𝑖𝑑 , as the number of
indecision increases, mFSR decreases. So, in equation (24), the error rate always varies monotonically
with 𝛼.

The power function in the first method is

𝐸𝑃𝐼 =
1

𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
{

∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

I(𝑌𝑖 = 0)}.

We want to minimize the 𝐸𝑃𝐼 under the control of FSR. In the second method, the power function is
the average length of the prediction set, so we define

| |𝐹 (𝑌 ) | |1 =
∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 |𝐹 (𝑌𝑖) |

𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
,

and we want to minimize it. We can also prove that the power of these two methods is equivalent.

min{| |𝐹 (𝑌 ) | |1} = min
{∑

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 |𝐹 (𝑌𝑖) |
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

}
= min

{
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 +∑

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝐹 (𝑌𝑖) = {1,2})
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

}
= min

{
1 +

∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 = 0)

𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

}
= min

{∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 = 0)

𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

}
= min{𝐸𝑃𝐼}.

(25)

So, we can get the optimality of the second method on the binary classification problem from the
optimality of the first method.

Theorem 5. In the multi-class classification oracle situation on binary classification problem, for a
given threshold 𝛽, let 𝐷𝛽 denote the collection of selection rules that satisfy P(𝑌 ∈ 𝑌 ) ≥ 𝛽. Let | |𝐹 (𝑌 ) | | 𝛿1
denote the value of | |𝐹 (𝑌 ) | |1 of an arbitrary decision rule 𝛿. Then the oracle procedure is optimal in
the sense that | |𝐹 (𝑌 ) | | 𝛿𝑚𝑐1 ≤ ||𝐹 (𝑌 ) | | 𝛿1 for any 𝛿 ∈ 𝐷𝛽 and finite sample size 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 .
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A.2. Optimality theory in selective K-class classification

Assume that we have 𝐾 classes, and the score function is 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖
= 𝑃(𝑌𝑖 = 𝑗 |𝑥𝑖). We assume that the distri-

bution of 𝑆 𝑗 is

𝑆 𝑗 (𝑥) ∼ 𝐹 𝑗 (𝑥) = 𝜋1 · 𝐹 𝑗1 + 𝜋2 · 𝐹 𝑗2 + ... + 𝜋𝐾 · 𝐹 𝑗
𝐾
,

where 𝜋𝑖 is the proportion of class 𝑖 among all data, 𝐹 𝑗
𝑖

is the CDF of score function 𝑆 𝑗 con-
dition on class 𝑖. Inspired by simple situations, we will prove that the decision function 𝑆𝑖 =

max{𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖), 𝑆2 (𝑥𝑖), ..., 𝑆𝐾 (𝑥𝑖)} is optimal when the number of classes is 𝐾 . Define the formula of
𝑄(𝑡) as

𝑄(𝑡) = 𝑃(𝑌 ≠𝑌 |𝑆(𝑥) ≥ 𝑡),

=
𝐸 (∑ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ((1 − 𝑆 𝑗 )I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡)))

𝐸 (∑ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡))
.

(26)

From Lemma 3.1, the mFSR(𝑡) decreases monotonically with t. The decision rule can be changed to

𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = arg max 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖

𝑗

· I{𝑆𝑖 > 𝑄−1 (𝛼)}.

Theorem 6. Under the assumption of the distribution of 𝑆1, 𝑆2, ..., 𝑆𝐾 , and 𝛼 have been chosen in
advance. Let 𝐷𝛼 denote the collection of selection rules that satisfy mFSR ≤ 𝛼. Let ETS𝛿 denote the
ETS of an arbitrary decision rule 𝛿. Then, the oracle procedure is optimal in the sense that ETS𝛿𝑂𝑅 ≤
ETS𝛿 for any 𝛿 ∈ 𝐷𝛼.

A.3. Data-driven procedure in selective K-class classification

We still assume that the groups {(𝑋𝑖 ,𝑌𝑖) : 𝑖 ∈ 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 ∪ 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 }are exchangeable. Our decision rule is

𝛿 𝑗 (𝑡) = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑗
𝑖

· I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡).

And the estimated false discovery proportion(FSP), as a function of 𝑡, is given by

�̂�(𝑡) =
1

𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙+1 {
∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡,𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌𝑖) + 1}

1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

{∑ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡)}
∨

1
, (27)

where 𝑌𝑖 denotes the predicted class of sample 𝑖, 𝑌𝑖 denotes the real class of sample 𝑖, and

𝑆𝑖 = max{𝑆1 (𝑋𝑖), 𝑆2 (𝑋𝑖), ..., 𝑆𝐾 (𝑥𝑖)},

where 𝑆 𝑗 is the score of class 𝑗 from the black-box model. We choose the smallest 𝑡 so the estimated
FSP is less than 𝛼. Define

𝜏 = �̂�−1 (𝛼) = inf{𝑡 : �̂�(𝑡) ≤ 𝛼}, (28)

and

�̂� 𝑗 = inf
𝑡≤𝑠 𝑗

{�̂�(𝑡)}, (29)
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where 𝑠 𝑗 = 𝑆(𝑋 𝑗 ). Therefore

I(�̂� 𝑗 ≤ 𝛼) ⇔ I(𝑆 𝑗 ≤ 𝜏).

So, the decision rule can be written as: for a given 𝛼,

𝛿 𝑗 = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑗
𝑖

· I(�̂� 𝑗 ≤ 𝛼).

Algorithm 4 FSR control procedure on multi-class classification.
Input: Existing data 𝐷 and its real class, test data 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 .
Output: Classification result of test data.

1: Randomly split 𝐷 into 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 .
2: Train a black-box model only on 𝐷𝑡𝑟𝑎𝑖𝑛 to get score function {𝑆1 (𝑥), 𝑆2 (𝑥), ..., 𝑆𝐾 (𝑥)}.
3: Predict base scores for all observations in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 .
4: Compute the q-value for all test data using equation (27).
5: Compute the R-value for all test data using equation (29).
6: Threshold the R-value at a user-specified level 𝛼, assigning an observation in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 to class 𝑌𝑖 if
�̂�𝑖 ≤ 𝛼, where

𝑌𝑖 = arg max 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖

𝑗

· I(�̂�𝑖 ≤ 𝛼).

7: Return an indecision result on all remaining observations where �̂�𝑖 ≥ 𝛼.

Theorem 7. We denote𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 /𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙 as the samples whose not real class corresponds to the maximum in
{𝑆1, 𝑆2, ..., 𝑆𝐾 } in the test/calibration data, denote |𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 |/𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 as 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , |𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙 |/𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 as 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙 . Define
𝛾 = E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡/𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙), then under the exchangeability and the condition there exist 𝒙0 = (𝑥1, ..., 𝑥𝐾 ) such
that the rank of function matrix 𝐹 (𝒙0) is K, the Algorithm 4 with R-value formula (27) can control FSR
at 𝛼 precisely, where

𝐹 (𝒙) =
©«
𝐹1

1 (𝒙 (1) ) 𝐹1
2 (𝒙 (2) ) ... 𝐹1

𝐾 (𝒙 (𝐾 ) )
𝐹2

1 (𝒙 (1) ) 𝐹2
2 (𝒙 (2) ) ... 𝐹2

𝐾 (𝒙 (𝐾 ) )
... ... ... ...

𝐹𝐾1 (𝒙 (1) ) 𝐹𝐾2 (𝒙 (2) ) ... 𝐹𝐾𝐾 (𝒙 (𝐾 ) )

ª®®®¬ .
Appendix B: Proofs

Proof of Lemma 3.1. we denote 𝑝 (𝑥 )∫ 1
𝑡
𝑝 (𝑥 )𝑑𝑥

as 𝑃(𝑥, 𝑡), therefore ℎ(𝑡) =
∫ 1
𝑡
𝑃(𝑥, 𝑡)𝑑𝑥 = 1, ℎ(𝑡)′ = 0, so

ℎ(𝑡)′ =
∫ 1

𝑡

𝑑𝑃(𝑥, 𝑡)
𝑑𝑡

𝑑𝑥 − 𝑃(𝑡, 𝑡) = 0.
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And 𝑔(𝑡) =
∫ 1
𝑡
𝑃(𝑥, 𝑡) 𝑓 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥,

𝑔(𝑡)′ =
∫ 1

𝑡

𝑑𝑃(𝑥, 𝑡)
𝑑𝑡

· 𝑓 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 − 𝑃(𝑡, 𝑡) 𝑓 (𝑡)

=

∫ 1

𝑡

𝑑𝑃(𝑥, 𝑡)
𝑑𝑡

· 𝑓 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥 −
∫ 1

𝑡

𝑑𝑃(𝑥, 𝑡)
𝑑𝑡

· 𝑓 (𝑡)𝑑𝑥

=

∫ 1

𝑡

𝑑𝑃(𝑥, 𝑡)
𝑑𝑡

· ( 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑡))𝑑𝑥.

Because 𝑓 (𝑥) is monotonically decreasing, 𝑓 (𝑥) − 𝑓 (𝑡) ≤ 0 always holds. And

𝑑𝑃(𝑥, 𝑡)
𝑑𝑡

= − 𝑝(𝑥)
{
∫ 1
𝑡
𝑝(𝑥)𝑑𝑥}2

· [−𝑝(𝑡)] = 𝑝(𝑥)𝑝(𝑡)
{
∫ 1
𝑡
𝑝(𝑥)𝑑𝑥}2

≥ 0. (30)

In summary, 𝑔(𝑡)′ ≤ 0 is always established, so 𝑔(𝑡) is monotonically decreasing. With Assumption 1
holds, there is

𝑄(𝑡) =
E{∑ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ((1 − 𝑆 𝑗 )I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡))}

E(∑ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡))
=

∑
𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

∫ 1
𝑡
(1 − 𝑥)𝑝 𝑗 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥∑

𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
∫ 1
𝑡
𝑝 𝑗 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥

=

∫ 1
𝑡
(1 − 𝑥)∑ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑝 𝑗 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥∫ 1
𝑡

∑
𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 𝑝 𝑗 (𝑥)𝑑𝑥

,

(31)

where 𝑝 𝑗 (𝑥) is the PDF of 𝑆(𝑥 𝑗 ), satisfy the condition of Lemma 3.1, so𝑄(𝑡) decreases monotonically.

Remark. The proof of Lemma 3.1 is from the perspective of function analysis, and it is noted that
the proof process requires 𝑝(𝑥) to have continuity. But in fact, the density function of discrete random
variables can only have countable first-type discontinuities, so the proof should also be true for discrete
random variables.

Proof of Theorem 1. According to the definition, there is obviously 𝑃(𝑌 ≠ 𝑌 |𝑆 ≥ 𝑡) = 𝑃(𝑌 ≠ 𝑌 ′ |𝑆 ≥
𝑡). where

𝑌 𝑗 = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑗
𝑖

· I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡), 𝑌 ′
𝑗 = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑗

𝑖

.

So

mFSR(𝑡) = 𝑃(𝑌 ≠𝑌 |𝑆 ≥ 𝑡) = 𝑃(𝑌 ≠𝑌 ′ |𝑆 ≥ 𝑡)

=
𝑃(𝑌 ≠𝑌 ′, 𝑆 ≥ 𝑡)

𝑃(𝑆 ≥ 𝑡)

=
E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌 ′

𝑖
, 𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)}

E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)}
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=
E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌 ′

𝑖
) · I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)}

E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)}
=
E𝑋{

∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 E𝑌 {I(𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌 ′

𝑖
) · I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡) |𝑥𝑖}}

E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)}
=
E𝑋{

∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 E𝑌 {I(𝑌𝑖 ≠𝑌 ′

𝑖
) |𝑥𝑖} · I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)}

E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)}
=
E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (1 − 𝑆𝑖) · I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)}
E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)} .

From the formula above, we have:

𝛼 · E
{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)} = E{
∑︁

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
(1 − 𝑆𝑖) · I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)

}
.

Under the definition of 𝛿 and 𝑆𝑖 = max{𝑆1
𝑖
, 𝑆2
𝑖
}

E

{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

(1 − 𝑆𝑖 − 𝛼) · I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)
}
= 0, (32)

E

{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

(1 − 𝑆1
𝑖 − 𝛼) · I(𝛿𝑖 = 1) + (1 − 𝑆2

𝑖 − 𝛼) · I(𝛿𝑖 = 2)
}
= 0,

and by the equation 𝑆1 + 𝑆2 = 1,

E

{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

(𝑆2
𝑖 − 𝛼)I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 1) + (𝑆1

𝑖 − 𝛼)I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 2)
}
= 0. (33)

Let 𝛿 ∈ {0,1,2}𝑚 be a general selection rule in 𝐷𝛼. Then the mFSR constraints for 𝛿 imply that

E

{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

(𝑆2
𝑖 − 𝛼)I(𝛿𝑖 = 1) + (𝑆1

𝑖 − 𝛼)I(𝛿𝑖 = 2)
}
≤ 0. (34)

The ETS of 𝛿 = {𝛿𝑖 : 𝑛 + 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛 +𝑚} is given by

ETS = E

{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝑆1
𝑖 I(𝛿𝑖 = 1) + 𝑆2

𝑖 I(𝛿𝑖 = 2)
}
. (35)

According to equations (33) and (34), we have :

E

{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

(𝑆2
𝑖 − 𝛼){I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 1) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 1)} + (𝑆1

𝑖 − 𝛼){I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 2) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 2)}
}
≥ 0. (36)
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Let 𝜆 = (1−𝑄−1 (𝛼) −𝛼)/𝑄−1 (𝛼). From equation (32), we have 𝑡 ≤ 1−𝛼, then𝑄−1 (𝛼) ≤ 1−𝛼, 𝜆 ≥ 0.
So the oracle rule can be written as

𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 1 · I
{
𝑆2
𝑖
− 𝛼
𝑆1
𝑖

< 𝜆

}
+ 2 · I

{
𝑆1
𝑖
− 𝛼
𝑆2
𝑖

< 𝜆

}
,

due to the monotonicity of the function

𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑥 − 𝛼
1 − 𝑥 .

Using the expression and techniques similar to the Neyman-Pearson Lemma, when I(𝛿𝑖
𝑂𝑅

) = 1, then
𝑆2
𝑖
− 𝛼 − 𝜆𝑆1

𝑖
< 0 and I(𝛿𝑖

𝑂𝑅
) − I(𝛿𝑖) ≥ 0, and vice versa. So we claim that the following result holds:

{I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 1) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 1)} · (𝑆2
𝑖 − 𝛼 − 𝜆𝑆1

𝑖 ) ≤ 0,

and

{I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 2) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 2)} · (𝑆1
𝑖 − 𝛼 − 𝜆𝑆2

𝑖 ) ≤ 0.

It follows that:

E

{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

[{I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 1) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 1)}(𝑆2
𝑖 − 𝛼 − 𝜆𝑆1

𝑖 ) + {I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 2) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 2)}(𝑆1
𝑖 − 𝛼 − 𝜆𝑆2

𝑖 )]
}
≤ 0.

(37)
According to equation (36) and (37), we have

𝜆𝑂𝑅 (ETS𝛿𝑂𝑅 − ETS𝛿)

= 𝜆𝑂𝑅

∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

{I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 1) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 1)}𝑆1
𝑖 + {I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 2) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 2)}𝑆2

𝑖 ≥ 0. (38)

The proof is complete.

Proof of Theorem 2. Let

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑡) =
∑︁

𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡,𝑌 𝑗 ≠𝑌 𝑗 ), 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑡) =

∑︁
𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡),

and corresponding quantities in 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙

𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑡) =
∑︁
𝑗∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙

I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡, 𝑌 𝑗 ≠𝑌 𝑗 ), 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑡) =
∑︁
𝑗∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙

I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡).

The FSP of the proposed algorithm is given by

FSP(𝜏) = 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)∨1

.

We expand the expression above
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FSP(𝜏) = 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

· 𝑉
𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)∨1

= �̂�(𝜏) · 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

≤ 𝛼 · 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

.

(39)

A key step to establish the FSR control, i.e. E{FSP(𝜏)} ≤ 𝛼, is to show that the ratio

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑡)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑡) + 1

, (40)

is a backward martingale. In our proof, we force the following discrete-time filtration that describes the
misclassification process:

𝐹𝑘 = {Δ(𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘),𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘))}𝑡𝑙≤𝑠𝑘≤𝑡 ,

where 𝑠𝑘 corresponds to the threshold(time) when exactly k subjects, combining the subjects in both
𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 and 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , are mistakenly classified, whose real class corresponds to a lower score in {𝑆1, 𝑆2}.
So 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑡𝑙) is 𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , and 𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑡𝑙) is 𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙 . Note that at time 𝑠𝑘 , only one of the two following events
is possible.

𝐴1 = I{𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘−1) =𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘), 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘−1) =𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘) − 1},

𝐴2 = I{𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘−1) =𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) − 1, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘−1) =𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)}.
(41)

According to Assumption 1, which claims that test data and calibration data are exchangeable, and the
fact that FASI uses the same fitted model to compute the scores, we have

P(𝐴1 |𝐹𝑘) =
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) +𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)
; P(𝐴2 |𝐹𝑘) =

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘)
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) +𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)

,

and note that:

E{ 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘−1)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘−1) + 1

|𝐹𝑘}

=
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)

· 𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) +𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)

+ 𝑉
𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) − 1
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘) + 1

· 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘)
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) +𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)

=
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘) + 1

.

(42)

Therefore, the expression (40) is a martingale. The threshold 𝜏 defined by expression (6) is a stopping
time with respect to the filtration 𝐹𝑘 since {𝜏 ≤ 𝑠𝑘} ∈ 𝐹𝑘 . In other words, whether the 𝑘th misclassifi-
cation occurs completely depends on the information prior to time 𝑠𝑘 (including 𝑠𝑘). And we make the
following statement.

• When 𝑡𝑙 is used, all subjects are classified under the rule 𝛿 = arg max𝑖 𝑆
𝑖 .
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• The sizes of the testing and calibration sets are random. The expectation is taken in steps, first
conditional on fixed sample sizes and then taken over all possible sample sizes.

From the definition of 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , we know:

E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) = E( |𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 |/𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) = E
{∑𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝑖=1 {I(𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖) ≥ 𝑆2 (𝑥𝑖), 𝑐 = 2) + I(𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖) < 𝑆2 (𝑥𝑖), 𝑐 = 1)}
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

}
.

(43)
In summary:

FSR = E{FSP(𝜏)}

≤ 𝛼 · E[ 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· E{ 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

|𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 }]

= 𝛼 · E[ 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· E{ 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑡𝑙)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑡𝑙) + 1

|𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 }]

= 𝛼 · E[ 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· |𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 |
|𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙 | + 1

]

= 𝛼 · E[ 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1

|𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙 | + 1
] · E[ |𝑊

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 |
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

]

≤ 𝛼 · E{ 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙

} B 𝛾𝛼.

(44)

Here, we control the FSR at 𝛼 · E{𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡/𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙}. From equation (9) and the data are exchangeable,
treating 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 as a fixed constant, and according to the law of large numbers, the estimation of 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
converges to the following formula with probability 1.

E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) =P(𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖) ≥ 0.5, 𝑐 = 2) + P(𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖) < 0.5, 𝑐 = 1)

=(1 − 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) · (1 − 𝐹1
2 (0.5)) + 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · 𝐹

1
1 (0.5).

(45)

So as the 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙 . Notice that when test data and calibration data are exchangeable, the distribution of
test data and calibration are the same. From the condition there exist 𝑥0, 𝑥1, s.t. 𝐹1

1 (𝑥0) ≠ 𝐹2
1 (𝑥0),

𝐹1
1 (𝑥1) ≠ 𝐹1

2 (𝑥1), we can conclude that 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 = 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 , so 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙 = 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , 𝛾 = 1. The proof is complete.

Proof of Lemma 4.1. Notice that

E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) = 1 − 𝐹1
2 (0.5) + 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · (𝐹

1
2 (0.5) − 1 + 𝐹1

1 (0.5)),

and Storey’s estimator result in �̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜆) ≥ 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 for any 𝜆. From the definition of �̂�, when

𝐹1
2 (0.5) + 𝐹

1
1 (0.5) − 1 ≥ 0,

�̂�(𝜆) ≥ 𝜋 and when

𝐹1
2 (0.5) + 𝐹

1
1 (0.5) − 1 < 0,

�̂�(𝜆) ≤ 𝜋 for any 𝜆. With Assumption 1 hold,

E{𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 } =E{1 − �̂�1
2 (0.5) + �̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · (�̂�

1
2 (0.5) − 1 + �̂�1

1 (0.5))}
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=E𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 {E𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 {1 − �̂�1
2 (0.5) + �̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · (�̂�

1
2 (0.5) − 1 + �̂�1

1 (0.5))}}

=E𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 {1 − 𝐹1
2 (0.5) + �̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · (𝐹

1
2 (0.5) − 1 + 𝐹1

1 (0.5))}

=1 − 𝐹1
2 (0.5) + E𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 {�̂�𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 } · (𝐹

1
2 (0.5) − 1 + 𝐹1

1 (0.5))

≥1 − 𝐹1
2 (0.5) + 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · (𝐹

1
2 (0.5) − 1 + 𝐹1

1 (0.5))

=E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ).

Proof of Lemma 4.2. The first conclusion is from article Williams D. (2001), and we will prove the
second conclusion. From exchangeability, E[𝑋 |G], where its 𝑠𝑘 is independent of 𝑋 is equal to E[𝑋 |G],
where its 𝑠𝑛 is independent of 𝑋 .

E[𝑋 |G] =E[𝑋 |𝜎(𝑠𝑘 , 𝑠𝑘+1, ..., 𝑠𝑛)]

=E[𝑋 |𝜎(𝑠𝑘 , 𝑠𝑘+1, ..., 𝑠𝑛−1), 𝑠𝑛−1 ≤ 𝑠𝑛]

=E[𝑋 |𝜎(𝑠𝑘 , 𝑠𝑘+1, ..., 𝑠𝑛−1)]

=E(𝑋 |H).

(46)

Proof of Lemma 4.3.

|E{𝑋𝑛 ·𝑌𝑛 |𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛−1} − 𝑋𝑛−1 ·𝑌𝑛−1 |

=|E{𝑋𝑛 ·𝑌𝑛 − 𝑋𝑛−1 ·𝑌𝑛−1 |𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛−1}|

=|E{(𝑋𝑛 − 𝑋𝑛−1) ·𝑌𝑛 + 𝑋𝑛−1 · (𝑌𝑛 −𝑌𝑛−1) |𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛−1}|

≤|E{(𝑋𝑛 − 𝑋𝑛−1) ·𝑌𝑛 |𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛−1}| + |E{𝑋𝑛−1 · (𝑌𝑛 −𝑌𝑛−1) |𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛−1}|

≤𝑀 · |E{𝑋𝑛 − 𝑋𝑛−1 |𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛−1}| +𝑀 · |E{𝑌𝑛 −𝑌𝑛−1 |𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛−1}|

=0.

(47)

Therefore (𝑋𝑛 ·𝑌𝑛, 𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 ) 𝑗≤𝑛, 𝑛 ≥ 0) is also a martingale.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. For process

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝜏) + 1

, (48)

only one of the two following events are possible

𝐴1 = I{𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1
𝑘−1) =𝑉

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑟1
𝑘) − 1, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1

𝑘−1) =𝑉
𝑐𝑎𝑙
1 (𝑟1

𝑘) },

𝐴2 = I{𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1
𝑘−1) =𝑉

𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
1 (𝑟1

𝑘), 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑉
𝑐𝑎𝑙
1 (𝑟1

𝑘−1) =𝑉
𝑐𝑎𝑙
1 (𝑟1

𝑘) − 1},
(49)
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where 𝑟1
𝑘

corresponds to the threshold (time) when exactly k subjects in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 belong to class
1 but are misclassified to class 2. From the Assumption 2, we have

P(𝐴1 |𝐹𝑘) =
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1

𝑘
)

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1
𝑘
) +𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1

𝑘
)

; P(𝐴2 |𝐹𝑘) =
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1

𝑘
)

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1
𝑘
) +𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1

𝑘
)
.

So

E{
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1

𝑘−1)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1

𝑘−1) + 1
|𝐹𝑘}

=
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1

𝑘
) − 1

𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1
𝑘
) + 1

·
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1

𝑘
)

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1
𝑘
) +𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1

𝑘
)
+
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1

𝑘
)

𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1
𝑘
)
·

𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1
𝑘
)

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1
𝑘
) +𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1

𝑘
)

=
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑟1

𝑘
)

𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑟1
𝑘
) + 1

.

(50)

Therefore, process (48) is a martingale. And process

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡2 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙2 (𝜏) + 1

(51)

is also a martingale, and the proof is similar to the above.

• The filtration of martingale (48) is 𝐹1
𝑘
= {𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 )𝑘≤ 𝑗≤𝑛} where 𝑠𝑘 corresponds to the threshold

(time) when exactly k subjects, combining the subjects in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , belong to class 2 but
are misclassified to class 1.

• The filtration of martingale (51) is 𝐹2
𝑘
= {𝜎(𝑠 𝑗 )𝑘≤ 𝑗≤𝑛} where 𝑠𝑘 corresponds to the threshold

(time) when exactly k subjects, combining the subjects in 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ∪ 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , which belong to class 1
but are misclassified to class 2.

By Lemma 4.2, Lemma 4.3, and the dependence between class 1 and class 2, the proof is completed.

Proof of Theorem 3. The binary classification FSR can be work out:

FSR = E(FSP)

= E

{
�̃�(𝜏) · 𝑛

𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

}
≤ 𝛼 · E

{
𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙
𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

}
≤ 𝛼 · E

{
𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙
𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

·
(
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝜏) + 1

+
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡2 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙2 (𝜏) + 1

)}
= 𝛼 · E

{
𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙
𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· E
{
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑡𝑙)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑡𝑙) + 1

+
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡2 (𝑡𝑙)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙2 (𝑡𝑙) + 1

|𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
}}
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= 𝛼 · E
{
𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙
𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

·
(
𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

1

𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙
1 + 1

+
𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

2

𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙
2 + 1

)}
≤ 𝛼 · E

{
𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙

𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
·
(
𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

/
𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙

1

𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙

)
+ 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙

𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
·
(
𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

2
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

/
𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙

2

𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙

)}
≤ 𝛼 · E(𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙)

E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 )
·
(
𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙
+ 1 − 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

1 − 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙

)
,

where𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
𝑖

is the number of samples classified to class 1 with no indecision choices.

Remark. When 𝜋 is extremely large or small, this inequality gives a large upper bound. So, we recon-
sider the exchangeability within each class and give a new q-value formula:

�̂�1 (𝑡) =
1

𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙+1 {
∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 I(𝑌𝑖 = 2,𝑌𝑖 = 1) + 1}

1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

{∑𝑛+ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 = 1)}∨1
, (52)

�̂�2 (𝑡) =
1

𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙+1 {
∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 I(𝑌𝑖 = 1,𝑌𝑖 = 2) + 1}

1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

{∑𝑛+ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 = 2)}∨1
, (53)

where 𝑌𝑖 denotes the predicted class of sample 𝑖, 𝑌𝑖 denotes the real class of sample 𝑖. The decision rule
is just like FASI

𝛿 𝑗 (𝑡1, 𝑡2) = 1 · I(𝑆1
𝑗 ≥ 𝑡1) + 2 · I(𝑆2

𝑗 ≥ 𝑡2).

We choose the smallest 𝑡 so the estimated FSP is less than 𝛼. Define

𝜏𝑖 = �̂�
−1
𝑖 (𝛼) = inf{𝑡 : �̂�𝑖 (𝑡) ≤ 𝛼𝑖}, (54)

where 𝛼1 = 𝛼 · 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙 and 𝛼2 = 𝛼 · (1 − 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙). So, equivalently, we can change the q-value formula to

�̃�1 (𝑡) =
1

𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙+1 {
∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 I(𝑌𝑖 = 2,𝑌𝑖 = 1) + 1}

{ 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

(∑𝑛+ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 = 1))∨1} · �̂�𝑐𝑎𝑙1

=
{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 I(𝑌𝑖 = 2,𝑌𝑖 = 1) + 1}

{ 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

(∑𝑛+ 𝑗∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 = 1))∨1} · (∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 I(𝑌𝑖 = 1))
,

(55)

where �̂�𝑐𝑎𝑙
𝑖

is the proportion of class i in test data. Define

�̂�𝑖𝑛+ 𝑗 = inf
𝑡≤𝑠𝑖

{�̂�𝑖 (𝑡)} 𝑎𝑛𝑑 �̃�𝑖𝑛+ 𝑗 = inf
𝑡≤𝑠𝑖

{�̃�𝑖 (𝑡)}, (56)

where 𝑠𝑖 = 𝑆𝑖 (𝑋𝑛+ 𝑗 ), 𝑖 = 1,2. Therefore

I(�̃�𝑖𝑛+ 𝑗 ≤ 𝛼) ⇔ I(�̂�
𝑖
𝑛+ 𝑗 ≤ 𝛼𝑖) ⇔ I(𝑆

𝑖
𝑛+ 𝑗 ≤ 𝜏𝑖).

The FSR can be work out:

FSR = E(FSP)
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= E

{
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)

}
= E

{
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝜏)
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) +

𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡2 (𝜏)
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)

}
= E

{
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝜏) + 1

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) ·
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝜏) + 1

+
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙2 (𝜏) + 1

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) ·
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡2 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙2 (𝜏) + 1

}
= E

{
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝜏) + 1

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) ·
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑡𝑙)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑡𝑙) + 1

+
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙2 (𝜏) + 1

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) ·
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡2 (𝑡𝑙)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙2 (𝑡𝑙) + 1

}
≤ E

{
𝛼1 ·

𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

·
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡1 (𝑡𝑙)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙1 (𝑡𝑙) + 1

+ 𝛼2 ·
𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

·
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡2 (𝑡𝑙)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙2 (𝑡𝑙) + 1

}
≤ 𝛼1 ·

P𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌 = 1,𝑌 = 2)
P𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑌 = 1,𝑌 = 2)

+ 𝛼2 ·
P𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌 = 2,𝑌 = 1)
P𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑌 = 2,𝑌 = 1)

= 𝛼1 ·
P𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌 = 1|𝑌 = 2) · P𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌 = 2)
P𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑌 = 1|𝑌 = 2) · P𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌 = 2)

+ 𝛼2 ·
P𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌 = 2|𝑌 = 1) · P𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌 = 1)
P𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑌 = 2|𝑌 = 1) · P𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑌 = 1)

= 𝛼1 ·
1 − 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
1 − 𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙

+ 𝛼2 ·
𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝜋𝑐𝑎𝑙

= 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 · 𝛼 + (1 − 𝜋𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) · 𝛼 = 𝛼

However, setting different thresholds for different classes goes against our original intention, so here,
we only give a way to control FSR for different 𝜋 without going too deep. This method is essentially
conservative, and from the previous proof of the oracle situation, we know this data-driven procedure
is not optimal. In the following research work, we will continue to improve our q-value method to
maximize power as much as possible.

Proof of Corollary 4.1. In our proof, note that at time 𝑠𝑘 , only one of the two following events is
possible:

𝐴1 = I{𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘−1) = 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘), 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘−1) = 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘) − 1},

𝐴2 = I{𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘−1) = 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) − 1, 𝑎𝑛𝑑 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘−1) = 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)}.
(57)

According to the assumption claims that test data and calibration data are exchangeable and the fact
that FASI uses the same fitted model to compute the scores, we have

P(𝐴1 |𝐹𝑘) =
𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)
; P(𝐴2 |𝐹𝑘) =

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘)
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)

,

and note that:

E{ 𝑅
𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘−1) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘−1) + 𝐾

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘−1) + 1
|𝐹𝑘}
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=
𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝐾 − 1

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 1
· 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)

+ 𝑅
𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘)

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘)

· 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘)
𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘)

=
𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 𝐾

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘) + 1
.

Therefore, expression 3.9 is a martingale.

Proof of Theorem 4. From the definition of 𝑄(𝑡) above, we can know that

FSP(𝜏) = 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

· 𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1
𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) + 𝐾

· 𝑅
𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) + 𝐾

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) + 1

≤ 𝛼 · 𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 𝐾 · 𝑛test + 𝐾

· 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

· 𝑅
𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) + 𝐾

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) + 1
.

Therefore

FSR = E {FSP(𝜏)}

≤ 𝛼E
[ ��𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 �� + 1��𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 �� + |𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 | + 1

· 𝑅
𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) + 𝐾

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) + 1
· E

{
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

| 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
}]
.

From the prove of Theorem 2, we have:

E

{
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

| 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
}
=
𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑡𝑙)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑡) + 1

=

��𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
����𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙

�� + 1
,

E

{
𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) + 𝐾

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏) + 1

}
= E

{
𝑅𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑡𝑙) + 𝐾 · 𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑡𝑙) + 1

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑡𝑙) + 1

}
= E

{ ��𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 �� + 𝐾 ·
��𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 �� + 𝐾

|𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 | + 1

}
.

Combining the above results, FSR can be controlled:

FSR ≤ 𝛼 · E
[ ��𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 �� + 1��𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 �� + 𝐾 · |𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 | + 𝐾

·
��𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 �� + 𝐾 ·

��𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 �� + 𝐾
|𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 | + 1

·
��𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

����𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙
�� + 1

]
= 𝛼 · E

{ ��𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 �� + 1��𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙
�� + 1

}
E

{ ��𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
��

|𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 |

}
≤ 𝛾𝛼.

Proof of Theorem 5. From the discussion above, we know that the problem is equivalent to

min
∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑌𝑖 = 0)

𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
, 𝑠.𝑡. P(𝑌 =𝑌 |𝑌 ≠ 0) ≥ 𝛼. (58)
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Where

𝛽 =
(𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 − 𝑛𝑖𝑑) · 𝛼

𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
,

and 𝑛𝑖𝑑 is the number of indecisions of the solution of problem (58). And due to the monotonicity of 𝛼
and 𝑛𝑖𝑑 , we know that 𝛼 and 𝛽 are in one-to-one correspondence. From Section 3, we know that 𝑆(𝑥)
can reach the minimum value of ETS when controlling mFSR to be 𝛼. Then, through the mapping
𝐹 (𝑌 ), we know that 𝑆(𝑥) can reach the minimum value of | |𝐹 (𝑌 ) | |1 when controlling 𝑅 to be 𝛽.

Proof of Theorem 6. According to the definition, there is obviously 𝑃(𝑌 ≠ 𝑌 |𝑆 ≥ 𝑡) = 𝑃(𝑌 ≠ 𝑌 ′ |𝑆 ≥
𝑡). where

𝑌 𝑗 = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑗
𝑖

· I(𝑆 𝑗 ≥ 𝑡), 𝑌 ′
𝑗 = arg max 𝑆𝑖𝑗

𝑖

.

for 𝑖 = 1,2, ..., 𝐾 and 𝑗 = 1,2, ..., 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 . The proof is consistent with the binary classification situation.

mFSR(𝑡) = E{
∑
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (1 − 𝑆𝑖) · I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)}
E{∑𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)} , (59)

where 𝑆𝑖 = max{𝑆1 (𝑥𝑖), 𝑆2 (𝑥𝑖), ..., 𝑆𝐾 (𝑥𝑖)}. From the formula above, we have:

𝛼 · E
{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)
}
= E

{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

(1 − 𝑆𝑖) · I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)
}

Under the definition of 𝛿𝑂𝑅, we have

E

{ ∑︁
𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

(1 − 𝑆𝑖 − 𝛼) · I(𝑆𝑖 ≥ 𝑡)
}
= 0, (60)

E


∑︁

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝐾∑︁
𝑗=1

(1 − 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖
− 𝛼) · I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 𝑗)

 = 0, (61)

and have the equation
∑𝐾
𝑗=1 𝑆

𝑗 = 1. Let 𝛿 ∈ {0,1,2, .., 𝐾}𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 be a general selection rule in 𝐷𝛼. Then
the mFSR constraints for 𝛿 implies that

E


∑︁

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝐾∑︁
𝑗=1

(1 − 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖
− 𝛼) · I(𝛿𝑖 = 𝑗)

 ≤ 0. (62)

The ETS of 𝛿 = 𝛿𝑖 : 1 ≤ 𝑖 ≤ 𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 is given by

ETS = E


∑︁

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝐾∑︁
𝑗=1

𝑆
𝑗

𝑖
· I(𝛿𝑖 = 𝑗)

 . (63)

According to equations (61) and (62), we have :

E


∑︁

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝐾∑︁
𝑗=1

(1 − 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖
− 𝛼) · (I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 𝑗) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 𝑗))

 ≥ 0. (64)
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Let 𝜆𝑂𝑅 = (1 − 𝑄−1 (𝛼) − 𝛼)/𝑄−1 (𝛼). From equation (32), we have 𝑡 ≤ 1 − 𝛼, so 𝑄−1 (𝛼) ≤ 1 − 𝛼,
𝜆 ≥ 0. So the oracle rule can be written as

𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = arg max 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖

𝑗

· I{1 − 𝑆𝑖 − 𝛼
𝑆𝑖

< 𝜆𝑂𝑅},

due to the monotonicity of the function

𝑓 (𝑥) = 𝑥 − 𝛼
1 − 𝑥 .

Using the expression and techniques similar to the Neyman-Pearson Lemma, when I(𝛿𝑖
𝑂𝑅

= 𝑗) = 1,
then 1− 𝑆 𝑗

𝑖
− 𝛼 − 𝜆𝑂𝑅𝑆 𝑗𝑖 < 0, I(𝛿𝑖

𝑂𝑅
) − I(𝛿𝑖) ≥ 0, and vice versa. So we claim that the following result

holds:

(I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 𝑗) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 𝑗)) · (1 − 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖
− 𝛼 − 𝜆𝑂𝑅𝑆 𝑗𝑖 ) ≤ 0.

It follows that:

E


∑︁

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝐾∑︁
𝑗=1

(I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 𝑗) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 𝑗)) · (1 − 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖
− 𝛼 − 𝜆𝑂𝑅𝑆 𝑗𝑖 )

 ≤ 0. (65)

According to equation (64) and (65) we have

𝜆𝑂𝑅 (ETS𝛿𝑂𝑅 − ETS𝛿) = 𝜆𝑂𝑅
∑︁

𝑖∈𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝐾∑︁
𝑗=1

(I(𝛿𝑖𝑂𝑅 = 𝑗) − I(𝛿𝑖 = 𝑗)) · 𝑆 𝑗
𝑖
≥ 0. (66)

Proof of Theorem 7. From the data-driven procedure, we only need to estimate 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏 )
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏 )+1

FSP(𝜏) = 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

· 𝑉
𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

𝑅𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)∨1

= �̂�(𝜏) · 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

≤ 𝛼 · 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

.

(67)

and due to the exchangeability between calibration data and test data, 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑠𝑘 )
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑠𝑘 )+1 is still a backward

martingale, where 𝑠𝑘 corresponds to the threshold(time) when exactly k subjects, combining the sub-
jects in both 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 and 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 , are mistakenly classified, that is whose score of the true class is not the
maximum in {𝑆1, 𝑆2, ..., 𝑆𝐾 }, so 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝑡𝑙) is𝑊 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and 𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝑡𝑙) is𝑊𝑐𝑎𝑙 . So

FSR = E(FSP(𝜏))

≤ 𝛼 · E[ 𝑛
𝑐𝑎𝑙 + 1
𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

· E{ 𝑉 𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 (𝜏)
𝑉𝑐𝑎𝑙 (𝜏) + 1

|𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 }]

≤ 𝛼 · E{ 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙

}.

(68)
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Here, we also control the FSR at 𝛼 · E{ 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡
𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙

}, so we need to ensure that E{ 𝑝
𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙
} is still 1.

E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) = 1 −
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

P(arg max
𝑗

𝑆 𝑗 (𝑥) = 𝑖, 𝑐 = 𝑖)

= 1 −
𝐾∑︁
𝑖=1

P(arg max
𝑗

𝑆 𝑗 (𝑥) = 𝑖 |𝑐 = 𝑖) · P(𝑐 = 𝑖)

(69)

where 𝑥 ∈ 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 or 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , and

P(arg max
𝑗

𝑆 𝑗 (𝑥) = 𝑖 |𝑐 = 𝑖) =
∑︁

𝜎{1,2,..𝑖−1,𝑖+1,...,𝐾 }

∫ 1

1
𝑛

𝑓 𝑖𝑖 (𝑠𝑖) ·
∫ 𝑠𝑖

1−𝑠𝑖
𝑛−1

𝑓
𝜎 (1)
𝑖

(𝑠2) · ...

·
∫ 𝑠𝐾−2

1−𝑠𝑖−𝑠1−...−𝑠𝐾−2
2

𝑓
𝜎 (𝐾−1)
𝑖

(𝑠𝐾−1)𝑑𝑠𝐾−1...𝑑𝑠1𝑑𝑠𝑖

(70)

is independent of 𝜋. With the exchangeability between 𝐷𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 and 𝐷𝑐𝑎𝑙 , if the rank of function matrix
F,

𝐹 =


𝐹1

1 𝐹1
2 ... 𝐹1

𝐾

𝐹2
1 𝐹2

2 ... 𝐹2
𝐾

... ... ... ...

𝐹𝐾1 𝐹𝐾2 ... 𝐹𝐾𝐾


is K, then by Cramer’s Rule, 𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡

𝑖
= 𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙

𝑖
for each 𝑖, so E(𝑝𝑡𝑒𝑠𝑡 ) = E(𝑝𝑐𝑎𝑙). The proof is complete.
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