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Abstract

Training-conditional coverage guarantees in conformal prediction concern the con-
centration of the error distribution, conditional on the training data, below some
nominal level. The conformal prediction methodology has recently been gener-
alized to the covariate shift setting, namely, the covariate distribution changes
between the training and test data. In this paper, we study the training-conditional
coverage properties of a range of conformal prediction methods under covariate
shift via a weighted version of the Dvoretzky–Kiefer–Wolfowitz (DKW) inequal-
ity tailored for distribution change. The result for the split conformal method is
almost assumption-free, while the results for the full conformal and jackknife+
methods rely on strong assumptions including the uniform stability of the training
algorithm.

1 Introduction

Conformal prediction is a framework for constructing distribution-free predictive confi-
dence regions as long as the training and test data are exchangeable Vovk et al. [2005]
(also see Shafer and Vovk [2008], Vovk et al. [2009], Vovk [2012]). Specifically, let
((X1, Y1), (X2, Y2), . . . , (Xn, Yn), (Xtest, Ytest)) denote a tuple of exchangeable data points, con-
sisting of a training sequence of n samples Dn := ((X1, Y1), . . . , (Xn, Yn)) ∈ (X × Y)n and one
test sample (Xtest, Ytest) ∈ X ×Y . The conformal prediction provides a coverage of Ytest in the sense
of

P(Ytest ∈ Ĉα(Xtest)) ≥ 1− α, (1)

where Ĉα : X → 2Y is a data-dependent map. This type of guarantee is referred to as marginal
coverage, as it is averaged over all the training and test data.

One natural direction to stronger results is to devise conditional coverage guarantee

P(Ytest ∈ Ĉα(Xtest)|Xtest) ≥ 1− α.

However, it has been shown in Vovk [2012], Foygel Barber et al. [2021], Lei and Wasserman

[2014] that it is impossible to obtain (non-trivial) distribution-free prediction regions Ĉ(x) in the
finite-sample regime; relaxed versions of this type of guarantee have been extensively studied
(see Jung et al. [2022], Gibbs et al. [2023], Vovk et al. [2003] and references therein). As an al-
ternative approach, several results (e.g., Vovk [2012], Bian and Barber [2023]) have been reported
on the training-conditional guarantee by conditioning on Dn, which is also more appealing than the
marginal guarantee as can be seen below. Define the following miscoverage rate as a function of the
training data,

Pe(Dn) := P(Ytest /∈ Ĉ(Xtest)|Dn).

Note that the marginal coverage in (1) is equivalent to E[Pe(Dn)] ≤ α. The training-conditional
guarantees are of the following form, for some small δ > 0,

P(Pe(Dn) ≥ α) ≤ δ
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or its asymptotic variants. Roughly speaking, this guarantee means that the (1 − α)-level coverage
lower bounds hold for a generic dataset.

For the K-fold CV+ with m samples in each fold, the conditional coverage bound

P

(

Pe(Dn) ≥ 2α+
√

2 log(K/δ)/m
)

≤ δ (2)

is established in Bian and Barber [2023]. They have also shown that distribution-free training-
conditional guarantees for full conformal and jackknife+ methods are impossible without further
assumptions; in particular, they conjectured that a certain form of algorithmic stability is needed for
full conformal and jackknife+. Recently, Liang and Barber [2023] proposed conditional coverage
bounds for jackknife+ and full conformal prediction sets under the assumption that the training al-
gorithm is symmetric and satisfies certain stability conditions (see Section 4 for more details). In
this line of research, samples are assumed to be i.i.d., which is not only exchangeable but also er-
godic and admits some nice concentration properties. However, this assumption can be violated
in the application. In particular, the input data distribution during deployment can differ from the
distribution observed during training. This phenomenon is called distribution shift and it is a crucial
problem in trustworthy machine learning (see Section 2.3). In this regard, split and full confor-
mal prediction methods as the central methods for distribution-free uncertainty quantification of
black-box models have recently been extended to handle a popular type of distribution shift called
covariate shift Tibshirani et al. [2019]. In the covariate shift setting, the distribution of covariates in
the test data differs from the one observed in the training data, but, the conditional distribution of
the response given the features remains the same across the training and test populations. A similar
extension has been made for the jackknife+ method Prinster et al. [2022].

In this paper, we study the training-conditional coverage properties of the conformal prediction
methods under covariate shift. We present concentration bounds of the training-conditional errors
for weighted jackknife+ (JAW) Prinster et al. [2022], full, and split conformal methods. In terms of
distributions, we assume the existence of dQ/dP and consider two regimes: (1) ‖dQ/dP‖∞ < ∞
and (2) ‖dQ/dP‖P,2 < ∞, where Q and P denote the distribution of the test and training data,
respectively. These two settings have also been considered in Ma et al. [2023] to study the optimality
of the reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) regressions under the covariate shift setting, where it
is assumed that the true regression function (i.e., E(Y |X = x)) belongs to the RKHS. Regarding the
training algorithm, no assumption is made for the split conformal method. However, full conformal
and jackknife+ methods are analyzed under the assumption of uniform stability as explained below.
Let µ̂Dn

denote the predictor function estimated using the training data Dn. A training algorithm is
called uniformly stable if,

‖µ̂Dn
− µ̂D′

n
‖∞ ≤ β (3)

with β = O(1/n) for any two datasets (Dn, D
′
n) differing in one (training) data sam-

ple Bousquet and Elisseeff [2002]. This is a stronger notion of algorithmic stability than the (m,n)-
stability assumed in Liang and Barber [2023]. Nevertheless, uniform stability is satisfied by a class
of regression models known as RKHS regression Bousquet and Elisseeff [2002], i.e., regularized
empirical risk minimization over an RKHS Paulsen and Raghupathi [2016], Schölkopf and Smola
[2002]. Examples of reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces are certain Sobolev spaces of smooth func-
tions Wahba [1990].

2 Background and Related Work

2.1 Full conformal and split conformal

Define the shorthand Dn ∪ (x, y) := ((X1, Y1), (X2, Y2), . . . , (Xn, Yn), (x, y)) and let µ̂(x,y) :=
T (Dn∪(x, y)) denote the regression function obtained by running the training algorithm T on Dn∪
(x, y). Define the score function s(x′, y′;µ) := f(µ(x′), y′) via some arbitrary (measurable) cost
function f : Y×Y → R and predictor function µ : X → Y . For instance, s(x′, y′;µ) = |y′−µ(x′)|
when f(y, y′) = |y− y′|. Define the (training) multiset Dn := {(Xi, Yi) ∈ X ×Y : i ∈ [n]} where
[n] := {1, 2, ..., n}, and let

S(D;µ) := {s(x′, y′;µ) : (x′, y′) ∈ D}, D ∈ ∪n≥1(X × Y)n.
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Observe that if T is symmetric, i.e., T (D) is invariant under permutations of the elements of the
training data D, then the elements of S(Dn ∪ (Xtest, Ytest); µ̂(Xtest,Ytest)) are exchangeable. Therefore,

P

(

s(Xtest, Ytest; µ̂(Xtest,Ytest)) ≤ F̂−1
S(Dn∪(Xtest,Ytest);µ̂(Xtest,Ytest))

(1 − α)
)

≥ 1− α,

where F̂−1
S (1− α) denotes the empirical quantile function with respect to S. Thus,

P(Ytest ∈ Ĉfull
α (Xtest)) ≥ 1− α,

where the following confidence region is referred to as full conformal in the literature

Ĉfull
α (x) = {y : s(x, y; µ̂(x,y)) ≤ F̂−1

S(Dn∪(x,y);µ̂(x,y))
(1− α)}

⊆ {y : s(x, y; µ̂(x,y)) ≤ F̂−1
S(Dn;µ̂(x,y))∪{∞}(1− α)}, (4)

It is well-known that this approach can be computationally intensive when Y = R since to

find out whether y ∈ Ĉfull
α (x) one needs to train the model with the dataset including (x, y).

One simple way to alleviate this issue is to split the data into training and calibration datasets,
namely Dn = Dtrain ∪ Dcal. Without loss of generality (when splitting), we assume D

train =
((X1, Y1), . . . , (Xn0 , Yn0)) and D

cal = ((Xn0+1, Yn0+1), . . . , (Xn, Yn)). In the split conformal
method, one first finds the regression predictor µ̂ = T (Dtrain) and treats µ̂ as fixed. Note that the
elements of S(Dcal ∪ (Xtest, Ytest); µ̂) are exchangeable. Hence, we get

P

(

s(Xtest, Ytest; µ̂) ≤ F̂−1
S(Dcal∪(Xtest,Ytest);µ̂)

(1− α)
)

≥ 1− α.

Hence, we have P(Ytest ∈ Ĉsplit
α (Xtest)) ≥ 1− α for

Ĉsplit
α (x) =

{

y : s(x, y; µ̂) ≤ F̂−1
S(Dcal;µ̂)∪{∞}(1− α)

}

(5)

⊇
{

y : s(x, y; µ̂) ≤ F̂−1
S(Dcal∪(x,y);µ̂)

(1− α)
}

.

2.2 Jackknife+

Although the split-conformal approach resolves the computational efficiency problem of the full
conformal method, it is somewhat inefficient in using the data and may not be useful in situations
where the number of samples is limited. A heuristic alternative has long been known in the literature,
namely, jackknife or leave-one-out cross-validation that can provide a compromise between the full
conformal and split conformal methods. In particular,

ĈJ
α(x) = {y : s(x, y; µ̂) ≤ F̂−1

SJ (1− α)},
where µ̂ = T (Dn) and SJ := {s(Xi, Yi; µ̂

−i) : 1 ≤ i ≤ n} and µ̂−i :=
T (((X1, Y1), . . . , (Xi−1, Yi−1), (Xi+1, Yi+1), . . . , (Xn, Yn))). Despite its effectiveness, no gen-
eral finite-sample guarantees are known for jackknife. Recently, Barber et al. [2021] proposed jack-
knife+, a modified version of the jackknife for Y = R and f(y, y′) = |y − y′|, and established
(1 − 2α) coverage lower bound for it. Let

S−(x) = {µ̂−i(x) − |Yi − µ̂−i(Xi)| : i ∈ [n]} ∪ {−∞},
S+(x) = {µ̂−i(x) + |Yi − µ̂−i(Xi)| : i ∈ [n]} ∪ {∞}.

The jackknife+ prediction interval is defined as

ĈJ+
α (x) = [F̂−1

S−(x)(α), F̂
−1
S+(x)(1− α)].

In the same paper, an ǫ-inflated version of the jackknife+

ĈJ+,ǫ
α (x) = [F̂−1

S−(x)(α) − ǫ, F̂−1
S+(x)(1− α) + ǫ]. (6)

is proposed which has 1 − α − 4
√
ν coverage lower bound (instead of 1 − 2α), if the training

procedure satisfies
max
i∈[n]

P(|µ̂(Xtest)− µ̂−i(Xtest)| > ǫ) < ν.

Also, the jackknife+ has been generalized to CV+ for K-fold cross-validation, and (1 − 2α −
√

2/|Dtrain|) coverage lower bound is established.
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2.3 Conformal prediction under distribution shift

Covariate shift concerns the setting when the covariate distribution changes between training and
test data, while the conditionals remain the same. Specifically, we have

Zi := (Xi, Yi)
i.i.d.∼ PX × PY |X =: P training data;

Ztest := (Xtest, Ytest) ∼ QX × PY |X =: Q test data.

This notion has been extensively studied in machine learning (e.g., see Sugiyama et al. [2007],
Quinonero-Candela et al. [2008], Sugiyama and Kawanabe [2012], Wen et al. [2014], Reddi et al.
[2015], Chen et al. [2016] and the references therein).

To handle the covariate shift, a weighted version of conformal prediction was first proposed in
the seminal work by Tibshirani et al. Tibshirani et al. [2019]. The key assumption is that the
ratio of test to training covariate, dQ/dP , needs to be known; we follow the same assump-
tion in this work. This reweighting scheme has been extended to various settings in conformal
prediction Podkopaev and Ramdas [2021], Lei and Candès [2021], Fannjianga et al., Guan [2023].
The general domain adaption problem has also been an active area from a causal perspective
(e.g., Zhang et al. [2013a], Peters et al. [2016], Gong et al. [2016], Chen and Bühlmann [2021],
Du and Xiang [2023]).

The weighted procedures require computing a weight associated with each sample,

wi =
dQ
dP (Zi)

dQ
dP (Ztest) +

∑

i∈I
dQ
dP (Zi)

, i ∈ I and wtest =
dQ
dP (Ztest)

dQ
dP (Ztest) +

∑

i∈I
dQ
dP (Zi)

where I = [n] for full conformal and jackknife+, and I ⊂ [n] for the split conformal method which
corresponds to the calibration (or hold-out) dataset. In particular, to generalize the full and split
conformal methods to distribution shift setting, according to Tibshirani et al. [2019] one needs to
replace the empirical CDF used in construction of (4) and (5)

F̂S(t) =
1

n+ 1

∑

s∈S

1{s ≤ t}, S = {s(Zi) : i ∈ I} ∪ {∞}

by the weighted version

FQ,n(t) = wtest1{t = ∞}+
∑

i∈I

wi1{s(Zi) ≤ t}.

Similarly, to extend the jackknife+ method, Prinster et al. [2022] proposes replacing F̂S− and F̂S+

by their corresponding weighted versions where wtest is associated to −∞ and ∞, respectively.

3 Conditional Coverage Guarantees

3.1 Split conformal

The split conformal training-conditional coverage guarantee under the i.i.d. setting has been
studied in Vovk [2012], Bian and Barber [2023]. The proof in this setting relies on the Dvoret-
zky–Kiefer–Wolfowitz (DKW) inequality. The following theorem concerns training-conditional
coverage guarantee under covariate shift, where the extension is made by developing a weighted
version of the DKW inequality. Let Dn = (Z1, . . . , Zn) ∈ (X × Y)n denote an n-tuple of data
points containing both the training and calibration data sets. Define the training conditional proba-
bility of error

P split
e (Dn) = P

(

Ytest 6∈ Ĉsplit
α (Xtest)

∣

∣

∣Dn

)

. (7)

Theorem 1 Let m < n denote the size of the calibration data set. Assume Q ≪ P and dQ/dP ≤
B <∞. Then,

P

(

P split
e (Dn) > α+

(
√

2B log(4/δ) + 3C
)

√

B

m

)

≤ δ.

for all δ > 0, where C > 0 is a universal constant. The probability is taken with respect to P since
each entry in Dn follows P .
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Remark 1 Relaxing the assumption dQ/dP ≤ B to ‖dQ/dP‖P,2 ≤ B, we get

P

(

P split
e (Dn) > α+

2B(3C + 1)

δ
√
m

)

≤ δ, 0 < δ ≤ 1. (8)

For simulations, we refer the readers to the experiments on Airfoil data Tibshirani et al. [2019],

which shows the empirical distribution of P split
e (Dn). Note that the theoretical guarantees

in Tibshirani et al. [2019] only concern the marginal coverage, e.g., E[P split
e (Dn)] = P(Ytest 6∈

Ĉsplit
α (Xtest)) for split conformal.

3.2 Full conformal and jackknife+

Let µβ : X → R denote a predictor function parameterized by β ∈ R
p. By a slight abuse of

notation, let the map T : ∪n≥1(X ×Y)n → R
p denote a training algorithm for estimating β, hence,

β̂n = T (Dn) In this case, we have µ̂Dn
= µβ̂n

.

Assumption 1 (Uniform stability) For all i ∈ [n], we have

sup
z1,...,zn

‖µT (z1,...,zi−1,zi+1...,zn) − µT (z1,...,zi,...,zn)‖∞ ≤ cn
2
.

In the case of the ridge regression Hoerl and Kennard [1970] with Y = [−I, I] and X = {x :
‖x‖2 ≤ b}, this assumption holds with cn = 16 b2I2/(λn), where λ denotes the regularization pa-
rameter. See Bousquet and Elisseeff [2002] for the general result on the uniform stability of RKHS
regression.

Assumption 2 The model is bi-Lipschitz (Lipeomorphism) in parameters, i.e.,

κ1
∥

∥β − β′
∥

∥

∞
≤
∥

∥µβ − µβ′

∥

∥

∞
≤ κ2

∥

∥β − β′
∥

∥

∞
,

with κ1 > 0 and κ2 <∞.

Remark 2 It is worth noting that if the parameter space Θ ⊆ R
p is compact, Φ : U → L∞(X )

given by β 7→ µβ is continuously differentiable for some open U ⊇ Θ, then κ2 <∞. Moreover, the
inverse function theorem (for Banach spaces), gives the sufficient condition under which the inverse
is continuously differentiable over Φ(U) and hence κ1 > 0.

In the case of linear regression with X = {x : ‖x‖2 ≤ b}, one can verify that Assumption 2

holds with κ1 = b and κ2 =
√
pb. Let βn = E β̂n, β̂−i = T (Z1, . . . , Zi−1, Zi+1, . . . , Zn) with

Zi = (Xi, Yi) and β−i = E β̂−i. Define

F (n−1)(t) := PZ1∼P

(∣

∣

∣Y1 − µβ
−1
(X1)

∣

∣

∣ ≤ t
)

,

F
(n−1)
Q (t) := PZ1∼Q

(∣

∣

∣Y1 − µβ
−1
(X1)

∣

∣

∣ ≤ t
)

,

Assumption 3 (Bounded density) F ′(n) < Ln and F
′(n)
Q < LQ,n.

We introduce the following shorthand:

A(n, p, ǫ) := 2 κ2 cn−1

(

1

κ1
+

√

n

2κ21
log

2p

ǫ

)

.

Theorem 2 (Jackknife+ under exchangeability) Under Assumptions 1—3, for all ǫ, δ > 0, it
holds that

P

(

P J+
e (Dn) > α+

√

log(2/δ)

2n
+ Ln−1A(n, p, ǫ)

)

≤ ǫ+ δ.
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Theorem 3 (Jackknife+ under covariate shift) Assume Q ≪ P and dQ/dP ≤ B. Under As-
sumptions 1—3, for all ǫ, δ > 0, it holds that

P

(

P J+
e (Dn) > α+

(

√

2B log 4/δ + 3C
)

√

B

n
+ LQ,n−1A(n, p, ǫ)

)

≤ ǫ+ δ,

where C is a universal constant and A(n, p, ǫ) is the same as in Theorem 2.

Using the same arguments as in the proof of this theorem, one can get a coverage bound for the CV+
as well. Unlike (2) which is meaningful only if the number of samples in each fold m is large, the
bound we present in the following corollary is suitable for cases where m/n→ 0.

Corollary 1 (CV+) Under Assumptions 1—3, for all ǫ, δ > 0, it holds that

P

(

P CV+
e (Dn) > α+

√

log(2/δ)

2n
+ 2mLn−m κ2 cn−m

(

1

κ1
+

√

n

2κ21
log

2p

ǫ

)

)

≤ ǫ+ δ.

The following theorem concerns the training-conditional guarantees for the full conformal predic-
tion. We again introduce a shorthand:

E(n, p, ǫ) := cn+1 +

√

2n log
2p

ǫ

κ2 cn
κ1

.

Theorem 4 (Full conformal under exchangeability) Under Assumptions 1—3, for all ǫ, δ > 0, it
holds that

P

(

P full
e (Dn) >α+

√

log(2/δ)

2n
+ LnE(n, p, ǫ)

)

≤ ǫ+ δ.

Theorem 5 (Full conformal under covariate shift) Assume Q ≪ P and dQ/dP ≤ B. Under
Assumptions 1—3, for all ǫ, δ > 0, it holds that

P

(

P full
e (Dn) > α+

(

√

2B log(4/δ) + 3C
)

√

B

n
+ LQ,nE(n, p, ǫ)

)

≤ ǫ+ δ.

where C is a universal constant and E(n, p, ǫ) is the same as in Theorem 4.

We note that similar to Remark 1, one can relax assumption dQ/dP ≤ B to ‖dQ/dP‖P,2 ≤ B
and in this case the bounds for the jackknife+ and full conformal methods hold with the slow rate
O(1/(δ

√
n)) instead of O(log (1/δ)/

√
n).

4 Discussion

We have presented training-conditional coverage guarantees for conformal prediction methods un-
der two covariate shift regimes: (1) ‖dQ/dP‖∞ < ∞ and (2) ‖dQ/dP‖P,2 < ∞. The split
conformal method has been analyzed for the black-box training algorithm while the full conformal
and jackknife+ have been analyzed under three assumptions. Although Assumptions 1 and 2 have
been verified only for the ridge regression in this paper, we conjecture that they are satisfied by a
truncated version of the general RKHS regressions which we leave for future research. Truncated
and sketched versions of the RKHS models have been extensively studied in the previous litera-
ture from the computational efficiency perspective (see Amini [2021], Williams and Seeger [2000],
Zhang et al. [2013b], Alaoui and Mahoney [2015], Cortes et al. [2010] and references therein). The
results in this paper quantify the training sample size (or calibration sample size for split conformal)
needed for the coverage under covariate shift.

The (m,n)-stability parameters were recently introduced in Liang and Barber [2023] and used to
compute training-conditional coverage bounds for inflated full conformal and jackknife+ prediction
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intervals under exchangeability. Unlike uniform stability which is a distribution-free property of a
training process, (m,n)-stability depends on both the training algorithm and the distributions of the
data as follows

ψout
m,n = EDn+m

|µ̂Dn
(Xtest)− µ̂Dn+m

(Xtest)|, (9)

ψin
m,n = EDn+m

|µ̂Dn
(X1)− µ̂Dn+m

(X1)|, (10)

where µ̂Dn
= T (Dn) andXtest ⊥⊥ Dn+m with Dn+m = ((X1, Y1), ..., (Xn+m, Yn+m)). Although

weaker than uniform stability, these parameters are yet not well-understood in a practical sense. To
elaborate on the difference between this approach and uniform stability, we evaluate these bounds
for the ridge regression under exchangeability.

Assume X = {x : ‖x‖ ≤ b} and Y = [−I, I]. As stated in the previous section, this regression
model satisfies cn = 16 b2I2/(λn), κ1 = b and κ2 =

√
p b. Hence, we get the following bound for

both full conformal and jackknife+ methods,

P

(

P full
e (Dn) > α+O

(

n−1/2
(
√

log(1/δ)+
√

p log(2p/ǫ)
))

)

≤ ǫ+ δ.

On the other hand, the following bound is proposed for the γ-inflated jackknife+ in Liang and Barber
[2023],

P

(

P J+,γ
e (Dn) > α+ 3

√

log(1/δ)

min(m,n)
+2

3

√

ψout
m,n−1

γ

)

≤ 3δ +
3

√

ψout
m,n−1

γ
, (11)

for all m ≥ 1. We get ψout
m,n = O(mcn) since ψout

1,n ≤ cn+1/2 by definition (9) and Assumption 1,

and ψout
m,n ≤∑n+m−1

k=n ψout
1,k holds according to in Liang and Barber [2023, Lemma 5.2] . Substitut-

ing for ψout
m,n−1 in bound (11), we obtain

P

(

P J+,γ
e (Dn) > α+O

(

√

log(1/δ)

min(m,n)
+ 3

√

mcn−1

γ

)

)

≤ 3δ +O

(

3

√

mcn−1

γ

)

. (12)

Letting m−1/2 = (m/n)1/3 to balance the two terms

√

log(1/δ)
min(m,n) and 3

√

mcn−1/γ, we get m =

n2/5. By pluggingm = n2/5 into (12), we have

P

(

P J+,γ
e (Dn) > α+O

(

n−1/5
(
√

log(1/δ) + γ−1/3
))

)

≤ 3δ +O
(

n−1/5γ−1/3
)

. (13)

This bound, although dimension-free (i.e., does not depend on p), is very slow with respect to the
sample size. In Liang and Barber [2023], the same bound as (11) is established for γ-inflated full
conformal method except with ψin

m−1,n+1 instead of ψout
m,n−1. Hence, the same bound as (13) can be

obtained for the γ-inflated full conformal method via ψin
m,n = O(mcn).
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A Technical Lemmas: Weighted DKW Inequalities

Let FQ(x) = PZ∼Q(s(Z) ≤ x) where s(·) denotes some fixed score function. Define,

F̂Q,n(x) :=
∑

i∈[n]

ŵi1{s(Zi) ≤ x}, ŵi =
dQ
dP (Zi)

∑

i∈[n]
dQ
dP (Zi)

. (14)

where Zi
i.i.d.∼ P .

Lemma 1 (Bounded likelihood ratio) Assume Q≪ P and dQ/dP ≤ B. Then, for all δ > 0

P

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣F̂Q,n(x)− FQ(x)
∣

∣

∣ > δ + 3C

√

B

n

)

≤ 4e−nδ2/(2B2).

where C > 0 is some universal constant.

Proof: By substituting the formula for ŵi in the definition of F̂Q,n, we get

F̂Q,n =

1
n

∑

i∈[n]
dQ
dP (Zi)1{s(Zi) ≤ x}

1
n

∑

i∈[n]
dQ
dP (Zi)

.

Hence,

sup
x∈R

|F̂Q,n(x) − FQ(x)| ≤ sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n

∑

i∈[n]

dQ

dP
(Zi)1{s(Zi) ≤ x} − FQ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1
1
n

∑

i∈[n]
dQ
dP (Zi)

− 1

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n

∑

i∈[n]

dQ

dP
(Zi)1{s(Zi) ≤ x}

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n

∑

i∈[n]

dQ

dP
(Zi)1{s(Zi) ≤ x} − FQ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

+

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1− 1

n

∑

i∈[n]

dQ

dP
(Zi)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

(15)

Regarding the first term we have,

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1

n

∑

i∈[n]

dQ

dP
(Zi)1{s(Zi) ≤ x} − FQ(x)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

= sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

dQ

dP
(z)1{s(z) ≤ x} d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

= sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

where fx ∈ L1(X × Y, P ) is defined as fx(z) := dQ
dP (z)1{s(z) ≤ x}, and Pn(A) =

1
n

∑

i∈[n] 1{Zi ∈ A} is the empirical measure.

We note,

1 ≤ ‖dQ/dP‖2P,2 =

∫

(dQ/dP )2 dP ≤ ‖dQ/dP‖∞
∫

dQ/dP dP ≤ B.

according to the Holder’s inequality. Hence, ‖dQ/dP‖P,2 ≤
√
B and byVan Der Vaart and Wellner

[1996, Theorem 2.14.2] we have

E

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ C

√

B

n

∫ 1

0

√

1 + logN[] (ǫ‖dQ/dP‖P,2,F , L2(P )) dǫ, (16)

with some universal constant C > 0, and N[]

(

ǫ‖dQ/dP‖P,2,F , L2(P )
)

denotes the bracketting

number for function class F = {fx : x ∈ R}. It remains to compute an upper bound for

N[]

(

ǫ,F , L2(P )
)

. Let t0 = −∞ and define,

ti+1 := sup

{

t ∈ R :

∫

f2(z)1{s(z) ∈ (ti, t]} dP < ǫ2
}

, (17)
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where f = dQ/dP . We note that there exists ℓ <∞ such that tℓ = ∞. This is true since tj+1 <∞
implies

∫

f2(z)1{s(z) ∈ (ti, ti+1]} dP ≥ ǫ2, 0 ≤ i ≤ j,

according to (17) and dominated convergence theorem. Hence,

(j + 1)ǫ2 ≤
j
∑

i=0

∫

f2(z)1{s(z) ∈ (ti, ti+1]} dP ≤
∫

f2 dP = ‖dQ/dP‖2P,2, (18)

and therefore j + 1 ≤ (‖dQ/dP‖P,2/ǫ)
2. Let k = min{ℓ ∈ Z : tℓ = ∞}. Now define ǫ-brackets

as follows

bi = {g(z) : f(z)1{s(z) ≤ ti} ≤ g(z) ≤ f(z)1{s(z) < ti+1}}
where 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1. Clearly, F ⊂ ∪k

i=0bi with bk = {f}. Brackets b0, . . . , bk−1 have size
(∫

f2(z)1{s(z) ∈ (ti, ti+1)} dP
)1/2

≤ ǫ, 0 ≤ i ≤ k − 1

according to (17) and bracket bk has size 0. Hence, we have k+1 brackets in total with size smaller
than ǫ. By (18), we have k−1 ≤ (‖dQ/dP‖P,2/ǫ)

2 which implies thatN[]

(

ǫ,F , L2(P )
)

≤ k+1 ≤
2 + (‖dQ/dP‖P,2/ǫ)

2. Plugging this into (18), we get

N[]

(

ǫ‖dQ/dP‖P,2,F , L2(P )
)

≤ 2 +
1

ǫ2
.

Therefore,

E

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ 3C

√

B

n
= C′

√

B

n
, (19)

since
∫ 1

0

√

1 + log(2 + 1/ǫ2) ≤ 1 +

(
∫ 1

0

log(2 + 1/ǫ2)

)1/2

≤ 1 +

(

2

∫ 1

0

(ǫ2 − log ǫ)

)1/2

≤ 3.

Now let P ′
n denote the empirical measure obtained after replacing Zi by some arbitrary Z ′

i. In this
case, we observe that

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

− sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(P
′
n − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P ′
n)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 1

n
sup
x∈R

|fx(Zi)− fx(Z
′
i)| ≤

B

n
.

Therefore, by McDiarmid’s inequality McDiarmid et al. [1989] we get

P

(∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

− E

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

> δ

)

≤ 2e−2nδ2/B2

.

Combining with (19), we obtain,

P

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

> δ + C′

√

B

n

)

≤ 2e−2nδ2/B2

.

Back to (15), for the second term Hoeffding’s inequality implies

P





∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1− 1

n

∑

i∈[n]

dQ

dP
(Zi)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

> δ



 ≤ 2e−2nδ2/B2

. (20)

Combining the bounds for the two terms, we obtain,

P

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣F̂Q,n(x)− FQ(x)
∣

∣

∣ > δ + C′

√

B

n

)

≤ 4e−nδ2/(2B2). �

The following version relaxes the assumption dQ/dP ≤ B to ‖dQ/dP‖P,2 ≤ K at the cost of
slower rates.
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Lemma 2 (Alternative version: bounded second moment) Assume Q ≪ P and ‖dQ/dP‖P,2 ≤
K . Then, for all δ > 0

P

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣
F̂Q,n(x)− FQ(x)

∣

∣

∣
> δ

)

≤ 6CK

δ
√
n

+
4(K2 − 1)

nδ2
.

where C > 0 is some universal constant.

Proof: By the same argument that led to (19) in the proof of Lemma 1, we get

E

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ 3CK√
n

=
C′K√
n
.

Combining this with Markov’s inequality, we obtain

P

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

> δ

)

≤ C′K

δ
√
n
. (21)

This bounds the first term of (15). Regarding the second term, Chebyshev’s inequality gives

P





∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

1− 1

n

∑

i∈[n]

dQ

dP
(Zi)

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

∣

> δ



 ≤
Var

(

1
n

∑

i∈[n]
dQ
dP (Zi)

)

δ2
≤ K2 − 1

nδ2
. (22)

The result follows from combining (21) and (22). �

In the following, we present yet another version by dropping the dependency on the constant C.

Lemma 3 (Alternative version) Assume Q≪ P and dQ/dP ≤ B. Then,

P

(

sup
x∈R

|F̂Q,n(x)− FQ(x)| > δ

)

≤ (72/δ)e−nδ2/(4B) + 2e−nδ2/(2B2)

for all δ > 0.

Proof: To prove this lemma, we compute the upper bound for the first term of (15) differently.
According to Yukich [1985, Theorem 2.1] and Lafferty et al. [2008, Theorem 7.86] we get

P

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

> ǫ

)

≤ 4N[](ǫ/8,F , L1(P )) e−nǫ2/B (23)

for ǫ ≤ 2/3, where N[](ǫ/8,F , L1(P )) denotes the bracketting number for function class F =

{fx : x ∈ R}. Similar to the proof of Lemma 1, it can be shown that N[](ǫ,F , L1(P )) ≤ 2 + 1/ǫ.
Therefore,

P

(

sup
x∈R

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

fx d(Pn − P )

∣

∣

∣

∣

> ǫ

)

≤ 8(1 + 4/ǫ) e−nǫ2/B ≤ (36/ǫ)e−nǫ2/B.

Combining with (20) for the second term of (15), we obtain

P

(

sup
x∈R

|F̂Q,n(x)− FQ(x)| > δ

)

≤ (72/δ)e−nδ2/(4B) + 2e−nδ2/(2B2)

≤ (74/δ) exp

(

− nδ2

2(B + 1)2

)

. �

B Proof of Theorem 1

Recall that

FQ,n(x) = wtest1{t = ∞}+
∑

i∈I

wi1{s(Zi) ≤ x}, wi =
dQ
dP (Zi)

dQ
dP (Ztest) +

∑

i∈I
dQ
dP (Zi)

, (24)

12



where Zi
i.i.d.∼ P , Ztest ∼ Q and |I| = m. We note

Pe(Dn) = P

(

Ytest 6∈ Ĉsplit
α (Xtest)

∣

∣

∣Dn

)

= P

(

s(Xtest, Ytest; µ̂) > F−1
Q,m(1 − α)

∣

∣

∣Dn

)

≤ P

(

s(Xtest, Ytest; µ̂) > F̂−1
Q,m(1 − α)

∣

∣

∣Dn

)

= 1− FQ(F̂
−1
Q,m(1− α)),

where FQ(x) = PZ∼Q(s(Z) ≤ x|Dn) and F̂−1
Q,m is defined according to (14) with index set I

instead of [n]. Using the weighted DKW inequality from Lemma 1 we get

FQ(F̂
−1
Q,m(1− α)) ≥ F̂Q,m(F̂−1

Q,m(1 − α))− δ − C′

√

B

m
≥ 1− α− δ − C′

√

B

m
, whp.

Hence, we have

P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+ δ + C′

√

B

m

)

≤ 4e−mδ2/(2B2)

for all δ > 0, or equivalently,

P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+

√

2B2

m
log

4

δ
+ C′

√

B

m

)

= P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+
(

√

2B log 4/δ + C′
)

√

B

m

)

≤ δ.

This completes the proof of Theorem 1.

B.1 Proof of Remark 1

To see(8), we note that by using Lemma 2 instead of Lemma 1 we get

P (Pe(Dn) > α+ δ) ≤ 6CK

δ
√
m

+
4(K2 − 1)

mδ2

for all δ > 0. Hence,

P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+ 2

(

3CK +
√

δ(K2 − 1)

δ
√
m

))

≤ δ

for all δ > 0, which implies

P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+
2K(3C + 1)

δ
√
m

)

≤ δ, 0 < δ ≤ 1.

�.

C Proof for Jackknife+

Lemma 4 If Assumption 1 and 2 hold, then

P

(∥

∥

∥β̂n − E β̂n

∥

∥

∥

∞
≥ ǫ
)

≤ 2p exp

(

−2κ21ǫ
2

nc2n

)

.

Proof: Assumption 1 and 2 imply that

sup
z1,...,zn,z′

i

‖T (z1, . . . , zi . . . , zn)− T (z1, . . . , z
′
i, . . . ,zn)‖∞ ≤ cn

κ1
.

By McDiarmid’s inequality McDiarmid et al. [1989] we get

P

(

‖β̂n − E β̂n‖∞ ≥ ǫ
)

= P

(

∥

∥T (Z1, . . . , Zn)− E T (Z1, . . . , Zn)
∥

∥

∞
≥ ǫ
)

≤ 2p exp

(

−2κ21ǫ
2

nc2n

)

for independentZi and all ǫ > 0. �
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Lemma 5 Under Assumptions 1 and 2 we have

P

(

max
i

∥

∥

∥µβ̂−i
− µβ

−1

∥

∥

∥

∞
≥ ǫ
)

≤ 2p exp

(

−2κ21
n

(

ǫ

κ2cn−1
− 1

κ1

)2
)

.

Proof: From Assumption 1 and 2, it follows that

max
i,j

‖β̂−i − β̂−j‖∞ ≤ cn−1

κ1
. (25)

Also, according to (4), we have ‖β̂−1 − β−1‖∞ < ǫ with probability at least 1 −
2p exp(−2κ21ǫ

2/(nc2n−1)). We note that,

P

(

max
i

∥

∥

∥µβ̂−i
− µβ

−1

∥

∥

∥

∞
≥ ǫ
) (∗)

≤ P

(

κ2 max
i

∥

∥

∥β̂−i − β−1

∥

∥

∥

∞
≥ ǫ
)

(∗∗)

≤ P

(

κ2

(

cn−1

κ1
+
∥

∥

∥β̂−1 − β−1

∥

∥

∥

∞

)

≥ ǫ

)

≤ 2p exp

(

−2κ21
n

(

ǫ

κ2cn−1
− 1

κ1

)2
)

.

where (*) and (**) hold according to Assumption 2 and (25), respectively. �

C.1 Proof of Theorem 2

We note,

ĈJ+
α (Xtest) ⊇

{

y ∈ R :
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1

{∣

∣

∣
Yi − µβ̂−i

(Xi)
∣

∣

∣
≥
∣

∣

∣
y − µβ̂−i

(Xtest)
∣

∣

∣

}

> α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R :
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ
−1
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣−
∣

∣

∣µβ̂−i
(Xi)− µβ

−1
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥

∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+
∣

∣

∣µβ̂−i
(Xtest)− µβ

−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

}

> α

}

,

where the first relation holds according to Bian and Barber [2023]. This first step can also be re-
covered by letting wi = 1/(n + 1) and ŵi = 1/n in the first four steps of C.2. Assuming
maxi ‖µβ̂−i

− µβ
−1
‖∞ < ǫ, we obtain

ĈJ+
α (Xtest) ⊇

{

y ∈ R :
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ
−1
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥
∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ 2ǫ

}

> α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R : 1− F̂ (n−1)
(∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣ + 2ǫ
)

> α

}

.

Assuming

∥

∥

∥F̂ (n−1) − F (n−1)
∥

∥

∥

∞
< δ, we obtain

ĈJ+
α (Xtest) ⊇

{

y ∈ R : 1− F (n−1)
(∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ 2ǫ
)

> α+ δ

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R : 1− F (n−1)
(∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

)

> α+ δ + 2ǫLn−1

}

Therefore,

Pe(Dn) = P(Yn+1 /∈ ĈJ+
α (Xtest)|Dn) ≤ P

(

1− F (n−1)
(∣

∣

∣Yn+1 − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ α+ δ + 2ǫLn−1

)
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= α+ δ + 2ǫLn−1

for Dn ∈ A ∩ B where A :=
{

D : maxi ‖µβ̂−i
− µβ

−1
‖∞ < ǫ

}

and B :=
{

D :
∥

∥

∥F̂ (n−1) − F (n−1)
∥

∥

∥

∞
< δ
}

. From Lemma 5, we know

P(Dn /∈ A) ≤ 2p exp

(

−2κ21
n

(

ǫ

κ2cn−1
− 1

κ1

)2
)

.

Also, according to Dvoretzky–Kiefer–Wolfowitz inequality Dvoretzky et al. [1956], we have

P(Dn /∈ B) ≤ 2e−2nδ2 . Thus,

P(Pe(Dn) > α+ δ + ǫ) ≤ P ((A ∩ B)c) ≤ 2e−2nδ2 + 2p exp

(

−2κ21
n

(

ǫ

2Ln−1κ2cn−1
− 1

κ1

)2
)

,

or equivalently,

P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+

√

log(2/δ)

2n
+ 2Ln−1 κ2 cn−1

(

1

κ1
+

√

n

2κ21
log

2p

ǫ

))

≤ ǫ+ δ. �

C.2 Proof of Theorem 3

We note,

ĈJ+
α (Xtest) =

{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

wi1

{

µβ̂−i
(Xtest) +

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂−i
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ < y
}

< 1− α

}

⋂

{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

wi1

{

µβ̂−i
(Xtest)−

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂−i
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ > y
}

≤ 1− α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R :
n
∑

i=1

wi1

{∣

∣

∣
Yi − µβ̂−i

(Xi)
∣

∣

∣
<
∣

∣

∣
y − µβ̂−i

(Xtest)
∣

∣

∣

}

< 1− α

}

⋂

{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

wi1

{∣

∣

∣µβ̂−i
(Xtest)− y

∣

∣

∣ >
∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂−i
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣

}

< 1− α

}

=

{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

wi1

{∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂−i
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ <
∣

∣

∣y − µβ̂−i
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

}

< 1− α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

ŵi1

{∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂−i
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ <
∣

∣

∣y − µβ̂−i
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

}

< 1− α

}

=

{

y ∈ R :
n
∑

i=1

ŵi1

{∣

∣

∣
Yi − µβ̂−i

(Xi)
∣

∣

∣
≥
∣

∣

∣
y − µβ̂−i

(Xtest)
∣

∣

∣

}

> α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

ŵi1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ
−1
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣−
∣

∣

∣µβ̂−i
(Xi)− µβ

−1
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥

∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+
∣

∣

∣µβ̂−i
(Xtest)− µβ

−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

}

> α

}

,

where the first and last relations hold by the definition of ĈJ+
α (Xtest) and triangle inequality, respec-

tively. Assuming maxi ‖µβ̂−i
− µβ

−1
‖∞ < ǫ, we obtain

ĈJ+
α (Xtest) ⊇

{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

ŵi1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ
−1
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥
∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣ + 2ǫ

}

> α

}
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⊇
{

y ∈ R :
n
∑

i=1

ŵi1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ
−1
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥
∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣ + 2ǫ

}

> α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R : 1− F̂
(n−1)
Q

(∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ 2ǫ
)

> α

}

.

where F̂
(n−1)
Q (t) :=

∑n
i=1 ŵi1

{∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ
−1
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≤ t
}

and, ŵi andwi are defined in (14) and (24),

respectively. Define,

F
(n−1)
Q (t) := PZ1∼Q

(∣

∣

∣
Y1 − µβ

−1
(X1)

∣

∣

∣
≤ t
)

,

Assuming

∥

∥

∥F̂
(n−1)
Q − F

(n−1)
Q

∥

∥

∥

∞
< δ, we obtain

ĈJ+
α (Xtest) ⊇

{

y ∈ R : 1− F
(n−1)
Q

(∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ 2ǫ
)

> α+ δ

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R : 1− F
(n−1)
Q

(∣

∣

∣y − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

)

> α+ δ + 2ǫLQ,n−1

}

Therefore,

Pe(Dn) = P(Yn+1 /∈ ĈJ+
α (Xtest)|Dn) ≤ P

(

1− F
(n−1)
Q

(∣

∣

∣Yn+1 − µβ
−1
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ α+ δ + 2ǫLQ,n−1

)

= α+ δ + 2ǫLQ,n−1

for Dn ∈ A ∩ B(δ) where A :=
{

D : maxi ‖µβ̂−i
− µβ

−1
‖∞ < ǫ

}

and B(δ) :=
{

D :
∥

∥

∥F̂
(n−1)
Q − F

(n−1)
Q

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ δ
}

. From Lemma 5, we know

P(Dn /∈ A) ≤ 2p exp

(

−2κ21
n

(

ǫ

κ2cn−1
− 1

κ1

)2
)

Also, according to weighted DKW inequality from Lemma 1, we have

P

(

Dn /∈ B
(

δ + 3C

√

B

n

))

≤ 4e−nδ2/(2B2)

Thus,

P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+ δ + ǫ+ 3C

√

B

n

)

≤ 4e−nδ2/(2B2)

+ 2p exp

(

−2κ21
n

(

ǫ

2LQ,n−1κ2cn−1
− 1

κ1

)2
)

,

or equivalently,

P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+

(

√

2B log
4

δ
+ 3C

)
√

B

n
+ 2LQ,n−1 κ2 cn−1

(

1

κ1
+

√

n

2κ21
log

2p

ǫ

))

≤ ǫ+ δ. �

D Proof for full conformal

Lemma 6 Under Assumptions 1 and 2, we have

P

(∥

∥

∥µβ̂n
− µβn

∥

∥

∥

∞
≥ ǫ
)

≤ 2p exp

(

− 2κ21ǫ
2

nκ22c
2
n

)

.
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Proof: According to Lemma 4, we have ‖β̂n − βn‖∞ < ǫ with probability at least 1 −
2p exp

(

− 2κ2
1ǫ

2

nc2n

)

. It follows from Assumption 2 that,

P

(∥

∥

∥µβ̂n
− µβn

∥

∥

∥

∞
≥ ǫ
)

≤ P

(

κ2

∥

∥

∥β̂n − βn

∥

∥

∥

∞
≥ ǫ
)

≤ 2p exp

(

− 2κ21ǫ
2

nκ22c
2
n

)

. �

We need the following notation for the proof of Theorem 4:

β̂Xtest,y := T (((X1, Y1), . . . , (Xn, Yn), (Xtest, y))).

D.1 Proof of Theorem 4

We note,

Ĉfull
α (Xtest) ⊇

{

y ∈ R :
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1

{∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂Xtest,y
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥
∣

∣

∣y − µβ̂Xtest,y
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

}

> α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R :
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂n
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣−
∣

∣

∣µβ̂n
(Xi)− µβ̂Xtest,y

(Xi)
∣

∣

∣ ≥

∣

∣

∣y − µβ̂n
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+
∣

∣

∣µβ̂n
(Xtest)− µβ̂Xtest,y

(Xtest)
∣

∣

∣

}

> α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R :
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂n
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥
∣

∣

∣y − µβ̂n
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ cn+1

}

> α

}

,

where the first and last relations hold according to the definition of Ĉfull
α (Xtest) and Assumption 1.

Assuming ‖µβ̂n
− µβn

‖∞ < ǫ, we obtain

Ĉfull
α (Xtest) ⊇

{

y ∈ R :
1

n

n
∑

i=1

1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβn
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥
∣

∣

∣y − µβn
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ cn+1 + 2ǫ

}

> α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R : 1− F̂ (n)
(∣

∣

∣y − µβn
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ cn+1 + 2ǫ
)

> α

}

.

Assuming

∥

∥

∥F̂ (n) − F (n)
∥

∥

∥

∞
< δ, we obtain

Ĉfull
α (Xtest) ⊇

{

y ∈ R : 1− F (n)
(∣

∣

∣y − µβn
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ cn+1 + 2ǫ
)

> α+ δ

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R : 1− F (n)
(∣

∣

∣y − µβn
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

)

> α+ δ + (2ǫ+ cn+1)Ln

}

.

Therefore,

Pe(Dn) = P(Yn+1 /∈ Ĉfull
α (Xtest)|Dn)

≤ P

(

1− F (n)
(∣

∣

∣Yn+1 − µβn
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ α+ δ + (2ǫ+ cn+1)Ln

)

= α+ δ + (2ǫ+ cn+1)Ln

for Dn ∈ A ∩ B where A :=
{

D : ‖µβ̂n
− µβn

‖∞ < ǫ
}

and B :=
{

D :
∥

∥

∥F̂ (n) − F (n)
∥

∥

∥

∞
< δ
}

.

From Lemma 5, we know P(Dn /∈ A) ≤ 2p exp
(

− 2κ2
1ǫ

2

nκ2
2c

2
n

)

. Also, according to Dvoret-

zky–Kiefer–Wolfowitz inequality, we have P(Dn /∈ B) ≤ 2e−2nδ2 . Thus,

P(Pe(Dn) > α+ δ + ǫ) ≤ P ((A ∩ B)c) ≤ 2e−2nδ2 + 2p exp

(

−
(

κ1(ǫ/Ln − cn+1)√
2nκ2cn

)2
)

,

or equivalently,

P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+

√

log(2/δ)

2n
+ Ln

(

cn+1 +

√

2n log
2p

ǫ

κ2 cn
κ1

))

≤ ǫ+ δ. �
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D.2 Proof of Theorem 5

We note,

Ĉfull
α (Xtest) =

{

y ∈ R :
n
∑

i=1

wi1

{∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂Xtest,y
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ <
∣

∣

∣y − µβ̂Xtest,y
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

}

< 1− α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

ŵi1

{∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂Xtest,y
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ <
∣

∣

∣y − µβ̂Xtest,y
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

}

< 1− α

}

=

{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

ŵi1

{∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂Xtest,y
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥
∣

∣

∣y − µβ̂Xtest,y
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

}

> α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

ŵi1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂n
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ −
∣

∣

∣µβ̂n
(Xi)− µβ̂Xtest,y

(Xi)
∣

∣

∣ ≥

∣

∣

∣
y − µβ̂n

(Xtest)
∣

∣

∣
+
∣

∣

∣
µβ̂n

(Xtest)− µβ̂Xtest,y
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

}

> α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

ŵi1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβ̂n
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥
∣

∣

∣y − µβ̂n
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ cn+1

}

> α

}

,

where the first and last relations hold according to the definition of Ĉfull
α (Xtest) (under covariate shift)

and Assumption 1. Assuming ‖µβ̂n
− µβn

‖∞ < ǫ, we obtain

Ĉfull
α (Xtest) ⊇

{

y ∈ R :

n
∑

i=1

ŵi1

{

∣

∣

∣Yi − µβn
(Xi)

∣

∣

∣ ≥
∣

∣

∣y − µβn
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ cn+1 + 2ǫ

}

> α

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R : 1− F̂
(n)
Q

(∣

∣

∣y − µβn
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ cn+1 + 2ǫ
)

> α

}

.

Assuming

∥

∥

∥F̂
(n)
Q − F

(n)
Q

∥

∥

∥

∞
< δ, we obtain

Ĉfull
α (Xtest) ⊇

{

y ∈ R : 1− F
(n)
Q

(∣

∣

∣y − µβn
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣+ cn+1 + 2ǫ
)

> α+ δ

}

⊇
{

y ∈ R : 1− F
(n)
Q

(∣

∣

∣y − µβn
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

)

> α+ δ + (2ǫ+ cn+1)LQ,n

}

.

Therefore,

Pe(Dn) = P(Yn+1 /∈ Ĉfull
α (Xtest)|Dn)

≤ P

(

1− F
(n)
Q

(∣

∣

∣Yn+1 − µβn
(Xtest)

∣

∣

∣

)

≤ α+ δ + (2ǫ+ cn+1)LQ,n

)

= α+ δ + (2ǫ+ cn+1)LQ,n

for Dn ∈ A ∩ B(δ) where A :=
{

D : ‖µβ̂n
− µβn

‖∞ < ǫ
}

and B(δ) :=
{

D :
∥

∥

∥F̂
(n)
Q − F

(n)
Q

∥

∥

∥

∞
≤ δ
}

. From Lemma 5, we know P(Dn /∈ A) ≤ 2p exp
(

− 2κ2
1ǫ

2

nκ2
2c

2
n

)

. Also,

according to weighted DKW inequality from Lemma 1, we have

P

(

Dn /∈ B
(

δ + 3C

√

B

n

))

≤ 4e−nδ2/(2B2)

Thus,

P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+ δ + 3C

√

B

n
+ ǫ

)

≤ 4e−nδ2/(2B2) + 2p exp

(

−
(

κ1(ǫ/LQ,n − cn+1)√
2nκ2cn

)2
)

,
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or equivalently,

P

(

Pe(Dn) > α+
(

√

2B log 4/δ + 3C
)

√

B

n
+ LQ,n

(

cn+1 +

√

2n log
2p

ǫ

κ2 cn
κ1

))

≤ ǫ + δ.

�
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