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Abstract

By generating prediction intervals (PIs) to quantify the uncertainty of
each prediction in deep learning regression, the risk of wrong predictions
can be effectively controlled. High-quality PIs need to be as narrow as
possible, whilst covering a preset proportion of real labels. At present,
many approaches to improve the quality of PIs can effectively reduce the
width of PIs, but they do not ensure that enough real labels are captured.
Inductive Conformal Predictor (ICP) is an algorithm that can generate
effective PIs which is theoretically guaranteed to cover a preset proportion
of data. However, typically ICP is not directly optimized to yield minimal
PI width. However, in this study, we use Directly Optimized Inductive
Conformal Regression (DOICR) that takes only the average width of PIs
as the loss function and increases the quality of PIs through an optimized
scheme under the validity condition that sufficient real labels are captured
in the PIs. Benchmark experiments show that DOICR outperforms cur-
rent state-of-the-art algorithms for regression problems using underlying
Deep Neural Network structures for both tabular and image data.

1 Introduction

Deep Neural Networks (DNNs) have achieved remarkable performance in var-
ious application fields in recent years, making them popular machine learning
algorithms. Typically their success is measured using aggregate measures on the
accuracy of point predictions, such as Mean Square Error or R2 for regression
problems. However, in many real-world problems, it may be required to have a
measure of uncertainty at the individual prediction level. One way to achieve
this is for the DNN to provide a prediction interval (PI), instead of a simple
point prediction. The width of the PI gives a measure of uncertainty: the wider
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the interval the more uncertain we consider the predictor for that particular
example. In this paper, the inductive conformal predictor (ICP) is considered
for regression problems in particular, and a general method for Directly Opti-
mized Inductive Conformal Regression (DOICR) is adopted. It is constructed
based on a DNN model structure and compared against traditional ICP and two
other alternatives proposed in the literature: QD-soft and Surrogate Conformal
Predictor Optimization (SCPO). The DOICR method is found to be superior
across multiple data sets.

The uncertainty of models is a topic that is difficult to avoid. There are
times when incorrect predictions can have a significant negative impact, espe-
cially in high-risk applications such as autonomous driving (Deruyttere et al.,
2021), finance system (Hansen and Borch, 2021), and medical diagnostics (Zhou
et al., 2021). Quantifying the uncertainty of each individual prediction can bet-
ter assist the user in making more favorable judgments. In addition, when some
high-risk decisions need to be made, the user can decide whether to drop the
model’s inaccurate predictions based on the computed uncertainty and then
leave the high-risk decisions to humans (Geifman and El-Yaniv, 2017). There-
fore in many applications, there is a need to quantify the uncertainty of each
prediction (Krzywinski et al., 2013).

Many traditional deep learning classifiers generally use softmax in the last
layer, which will demonstrate the uncertainty of each prediction to some extent
through a probability estimate (Pearce et al., 2021). But the output point pre-
diction of a regression neural network generally does not carry any information
about the uncertainty. Deep learning models are now relatively mature and
excessive modifications may suppress their performance. Therefore, it is impor-
tant to minimize modifications to existing models while better quantifying the
uncertainty of each prediction in the regression problems.

Outputting PIs instead of point predictions is an intuitive way to quantify
uncertainty. PIs convey uncertainty directly, providing a lower and an upper
bound with a certain probability that the target value is within this interval.
A simple example: in a house price prediction problem, a traditional neural
network will only output a point prediction of say £300,000, but PIs may give a
price range of say £280,000 to £320,000 with a probability of 80%, say, that the
true label of the house price is within this range. The probability of coverage is
usually set by the user in advance. This predetermined probability is referred to
as the confidence level (CL) in this paper. Such models are already in use but
require further research; e.g. Automated Valuation Models are widely used by
mortgage providers and real estate firms to determine the valuations of property
prices (e.g. see Lim and Bellotti, 2021). Although the use of PIs can greatly
assist people to make better decisions, it is challenging to make traditional deep
learning models such as Neural Networks (NNs) and Convolutional Neural Net-
works (CNNs) to output PIs because they usually only make point predictions.
There has been some research to improve traditional machine learning models so
that they can output high-quality PIs. For those algorithms that can generate
PIs, we refer to them collectively as PI Generators (PIG).

Generally speaking, when assessing PIGs, two qualities are important:
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1. Predictive efficiency: on average, the PIs are as narrow as possible, and

2. Validity: the observed probability that the true outcome value is within
the PI is in accordance with the user-defined confidence level.

The first quality can be measured using Mean Prediction Interval Width (MPIW ).
For the second, the Prediction Interval Coverage Probability (PICP ) is used.
The closer that PICP is to CL, the closer to meeting validity. Both measures
are defined in the next section. We expect a PIG to provide valid PIs with high
predictive efficiency. These two criteria are called High-Quality (HQ) principles
by Pearce et al. (2018).

In this paper, generating HQ PIs is considered an optimization problem.
Khosravi et al. (2011) establishes the Lower Upper Bound Estimation (LUBE)
method, directly incorporating PICP and MPIW into the loss function for
the first time. They used a neural network with two output units, one output
upper limit and one output lower limit. LUBE has achieved excellent results
in many areas, such as predicting wind speed (Wang et al., 2017) and energy
load (Quan et al., 2014). However, the LUBE loss function is not derivable
and cannot be optimized using gradient descent (GD), which means that it can-
not be applied with mainstream GD-based deep learning frameworks such as
Tensorflow and PyTorch. Based on the LUBE method, Pearce et al. (2018) pro-
posed the Quality-Driven-soft (QD-soft) method, which uses an approximation
to construct the PICP in a way that makes it derivable, able to optimize with
gradient descent, and achieves better performance. Many subsequent studies
have built their loss function on the basis of the MPIW + PICP structure
(Lai et al., 2022; Bellotti, 2020). This is an intuitive and relatively effective
approach, whose central idea is to minimize the loss function so that the PICP
is as close as possible to CL and the MPIW is as small as possible. However,
such loss functions are usually not stable, since the convergence direction of GD
is highly uncertain, the optimization process may be biased to optimize only
PICP or MPIW , and the final results do not guarantee that PICP are close
to the predetermined confidence level. In other words, these methods are not
valid PIGs. The experimental results also show that the PICP of PIs generated
by QD-soft could deviate seriously from the confidence level from time to time.

However, the DOICR method adopted in this paper moves away from the
strategy of jointly optimizing MPIW with PICP . To be specific, DOICR is
a PIG that can ensure the validity of predictions, embedded within the model
training process. To achieve this, the fundamental property of the Inductive
Conformal Predictor (ICP) to guarantee the validity, under mild exchangeability
conditions (Vovk et al., 2005), is exploited. Essentially, the ICP is embedded
within the training process. This strategy of direct optimization of ICP was first
suggested and used by Stutz et al. (2022) in the context of inductive conformal
classification.

In a traditional ICP for regression, two machine learning models that can
perform point prediction need to be trained: model m for predicting the target,
and σ for modeling the uncertainty of the prediction in m. Then, ICP will utilize
the output of the two models to generate PIs. Generally speaking, therefore,
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traditional ICP is a wrapper on top of already trained models. Typically, tra-
ditional ICP for regression performs well, but the underlying models have not
been optimized as PIGs, hence we expect they will not perform so well on such
problems, relative to algorithms that have (Bellotti 2020). Curiously, ICP may
be specified without any underlying models. They simply need to be passed a
model structure. So long as the exchangeability assumption holds, the PIs are
guaranteed to be valid, even though with arbitrary model parameters, predictive
efficiency may be poor. The DOICR exploits this feature by exploring possible
ICPs across their parameter space to find the one with low MPIW .

Previously, some researchers have also tried to reduce the MPIW of ICP
through optimization. For improving the efficiency of Linear Regression (LR)
ICP, Bellotti (2020) referred to the form of PICP + MPIW in QD-soft and
established a derivable loss function called SCPO which approximates a loss
function based on ICP that can then be optimized using GD. However, ex-
periments have only been conducted with linear model structures within the
SCPO framework. In this paper, SCPO is used with DNN model structures
and compared against DOICR.

The DOICR is a general method and can not only be used in simple Multi-
layer Perceptron (MLP) but can also be easily combined with CNNs and other
complex NN structures. In contrast to QD-soft and SCPO, DOICR does not
require any extra hyperparameters inside the loss function and is not prone to
computational problems (e.g. divide by zero) during the training process. Not
only that, it is perhaps more intuitive and easier to understand. Extensive ex-
perimental results demonstrate that DOICR outperforms previous algorithms
with both MLP and CNN model structures.

This paper will only focus on PIs for regression problems. Similar work
about classification can also be found, although the problem for classification,
which requires prediction sets, instead of intervals, is somewhat different and
presents its own challenges (Stutz et al., 2022; Bellotti, 2021a). Importantly,
Stutz et al. (2022) begins with the notion of embedded ICP for classification and
optimizing in terms of predictive efficiency directly with their ConfTr approach.
The main contributions of this paper are: (1) The formulation and exploration of
DOICR for regression problems which, as far as we know, has not been reported
in the literature before; (2) Implementing Deep Learning models trained fully
with the DOICR loss function; (3) A comparative study of DOICR against
several alternative PIGs across multiple data sets; The remainder of this paper
is organized as follows. In Section 2, the algorithms QD-soft, ICP, and SCPO are
introduced. Section 3 details how to construct our proposed method, DOICR.
The experimental setup and the performance of the four different algorithms on
six public datasets will be presented in Section 4, and then, conclusions will be
made in Section 5.
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2 Related Work

After some preliminary notation is provided and PICP and MPIW are defined,
the two related algorithms, ICP and QD-soft, are introduced.

A data set with n instances is given with ith input features and target are
denoted as Xi and yi respectively, for i ∈ {1, · · · , n}. A PI can be expressed
by upper and lower bounds, ŷli and ŷui

. According to the first term of the HQ
principles, PIs need to include as many data points as possible at the pre-defined
confidence level, (1− ε), which can be expressed as follows:

Pr(ŷli ≤ yi ≤ ŷui
) ≥ (1− ε) (1)

This is also known as the validity property in the conformal prediction literature.
The formal definition of PICP and MPIW can be given as

PICP :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

ki (2)

MPIW :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

ŷui − ŷli (3)

where

ki =

{
1, if ŷli ≤ yi ≤ ŷui

0, otherwise
(4)

Notice that PICP can be expressed using Heaviside functions as

PICP :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

H(yi − ŷli) ·H(ŷui − yi) (5)

2.1 QD-soft

The starting point of QD-soft is to use a loss function that jointly penalizes for
deviations of PICP from CL and large values of MPIW . However, since PICP
is composed of a series of Heaviside step functions, it has many discontinuities
and cannot be optimized with gradient descent. This problem can be solved by
approximating the step function with a sigmoid function S(γx), where γ > 0 is
some softening factor. As a result, PICP can be approximated by PICPsoft,

PICPsoft :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

S(γ(yi − ŷli)) · S(γ(ŷui
− yi)) (6)

For QD-Soft, only the efficiency of predictions for which the PI captures the
target are considered in the loss function,

MPIWcapt :=
1

c

n∑
i=1

(ŷui − ŷli) · ki (7)
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where c =
∑n

i=1 ki. Based on the two terms of the HQ principles, LossQD−soft
was built to optimize both PICP and MPIW , where λ is a control hyperpa-
rameter for balancing the importance of the two principles.

LossQD−soft = MPIWcapt + λ
n

ε(1− ε)
max (0, (1− ε)− PICPsoft)

2
(8)

QD-soft has achieved good results with MLP as the model structure, but it also
has the following drawbacks:

• The convergence direction of GD is highly unstable, the optimization pro-
cess may be biased to optimize only PICP or MPIW , and the derived
PICP may not be close to the confidence level. In other words, it may
result in a PICP much larger than the pre-defined confidence level and
therefore too large MPIW , or a PICP much smaller than the (1− ε).

• LossQD−soft itself is fragile in the training process and sensitive to the
learning rate and decay rate, and it exhibits computational problems (di-
vide by zero) (Pearce et al., 2018). This problem is especially serious when
using large model structures such as CNNs.

• There are two built-in hyperparameters, λ and γ in LossQD−soft. Im-
proper hyperparameter settings may result in failure to generate HQ PIs.
Therefore, it incurs further computational costs to search for good hyper-
parameter values.

2.2 Inductive conformal predictors (ICP)

Let z1, . . . , zn be a set of independent and identically distributed instances zi =
(Xi, yi), where Xi is the input variables and yi is the target label. For 1 ≤
k < l < n, use 1 to k to index a training set, (k + 1) to l index a calibration
set, and (l+ 1) to n to index a test set. The nonconformity measure (NCM) of
a pair (X, y) depends on itself and instances in the training set, which can be
represented by a function A(X, y):

A(X, y) = A(z1, . . . , zk, (X, y)) (9)

such that the ordering of the calibration examples does not affect the function
value. Let the NCM of ith instance be denoted as αi = A(Xi, yi). Typically,
we think of the NCM as based on a machine learning algorithm that is able to
generate NCMs based on the underlying training set.

The ICP prediction set for a new unlabeled example X at CL given as 1− ε
is

Γε(X) =

y ∈ R :

l∑
j=k+1

H (A(X, y)−A(Xj , yj)) + 1 ≤ ε(l − k + 1)

 (10)
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whereH is the Heaviside step function. Assuming that all instances in {zk+1, . . . , zn}
are exchangeable, it can be shown that the generated prediction set satisfies

Pr(yi ∈ Γε(Xi)) ≥ 1− ε (11)

for all i ∈ {l + 1, . . . , n} (Papadopoulos et al., 2002). This result guarantees
the validity of ICP since it states that the probability that the true label is in
the prediction set is greater or equal to CL. The standard ICP framework is
illustrated with training, calibration, and test sets in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Standard ICP framework.

In this paper, the nonconformity measure we use is the normalized NCM,

A(z1, . . . , zk, (X, y)) =
|y −m(η;X)|

σ(θ;X)
(12)

where, in general, m and σ are two models with parameter vectors η and θ
respectively. In general, m corresponds to a model of the point estimate of
the target label and σ corresponds to a model of the uncertainty in that point
estimate, and should take a positive value. Typically, σ can be the absolute
value of the residual of m. Parameter vectors η and θ need to be estimated. In
this paper, NNs are used, in which case η and θ are the set of weights in the
NNs.

Combining Equations 10 and 12, the prediction set becomes a PI with upper
and lower bounds,

Γε(X) = [ŷli , ŷui
] (13)

where
ŷli = m(η;Xi)− qσ(θ;Xi) (14)

ŷui = m(η;Xi) + qσ(θ;Xi) (15)

and q is the (1−ε)th quantile of NCMs in the calibration set, αk+1, . . . αl. Then
the MPIW of the test set under ICP is

MPIWNNCM =
2q

n− l

n∑
i=l+1

σ(θ;Xi) (16)
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Since the range of function σ is positive real numbers, it is suitable to express
it as the exponent of a function s with the range being all real numbers, i.e.

σ(θ;Xi) = exp s(θ;Xi) (17)

and that is the approach taken in this study.
The normalized NCM has proved effective in various models, including re-

gression neural networks (Papadopoulos et al., 2002; Papadopoulos et al., 2011;
Papadopoulos and Haralambous, 2011; Johansson et al., 2014).

2.3 Surrogate Conformal Prediction Optimization (SCPO)

By utilizing the approach of QD-Soft and combining it with ICP, a form of
PIG can be developed which is valid. This is done by approximating the exact
validity requirement in the loss function by including the square loss of deviation
of PCIP from CL, whilst including the inefficiency term MPIW across all
examples. But as with, QD-Soft, to use gradient descent optimization, PCIP
cannot be used directly, hence the same soft approximation is used. This gives
the loss function,

LossSCPO = PICPsoft + λ MIPWNNCM (18)

where Equations (14) and (15) are used to construct the PIs. Minimizing the
loss, with respect to η and θ will give an approximation to ICP, but is not
guaranteed valid, hence the approach is called Surrogate Conformal Prediction
Optimization (SCPO) (Bellotti 2020). The output parameters from SCPO can
then be passed to a proper ICP, with an independent calibration set, which
guarantees validity.

SCPO was implemented with a simple underlying linear model and was
shown to be successful and maintained validity (Bellotti 2020). However, it
shares problems with QD-soft: the gradient descent can be unstable leading to
higher inefficient PIs, and it is sensitive to values of hyperparameters λ and γ.
Generally, lower values of λ and higher values of γ give a closer approximation to
ICP, but on the other hand, this range of values can lead to poor performance.
Occasionally the best values lead to a SCPO which is a poor approximation
to ICP which leads to weaker performance than just using the traditional ICP
approach.

3 Directly Optimized Inductive Conformal Re-
gression

DOICR is presented as an alternative algorithm that can directly optimize the
ICP by minimizing MPIW whilst controlling for validity. The general approach
of DOICR is to embed ICP within the loss function of the NN and then use
gradient descent, as usual, to explore the space of the loss function. Hence,
when using the normalized NCM, conceptually this involves searching across
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the range of all ICPs given by parameters η and θ given in Equation (12). This
is possible because an ICP can be formed without reference to an underlying
machine learning algorithm as it is traditionally deployed and as illustrated in
Figure 1. To see this, referring to Section 2.2, the training set can be made
empty and the NCM is formed without any training. Taking the normalized
NCM, used for regression, it is sufficient to specify any values for η and θ, and an
ICP can be run. If the values are random, the ICP will be a poor predictor and
this will be reflected in inefficient predictions. However, Equation (11) will nev-
ertheless guarantee validity. In consequence, η and θ form a space of (infinite)
ICPs, all of which are valid, from which gradient descent can search to minimize
MPIW . These ICPs that are used in the search are referred to as embedded
ICPs. This approach to direct optimization of ICP through minimizing a pre-
dictive inefficiency has already been used by Stutz et al., 2022 for classification
problems with their ConfTr method and has been shown to outperform baseline
ICP as well as a version of SCPO for classification.

To ensure the validity of the embedded ICPs, it is necessary that the training
data is deployed correctly. Using the notation of Section 2.2, there is no need
for a “training” set, as discussed above, but the “calibration” and “test” sets
need to be independent. Therefore, the training data provided for optimization
is randomly split into a proper training set D1 and an independent embedded
calibration set D2. The embedded ICPs make predictions on D1 to compute
MPIW used as the value of the loss, hence D1 takes the role of the “test”
set in the ordinary specification of ICP given in Section 2.2. Hence, following
Equation (16), the loss function is

LossICP−embedded =
2q

|D1|
∑
i∈D1

σ(θ,Xi) (19)

where q is the (1 − ε)th quantile of the NCMs of D2 and |D1| is the number
of examples in D1. For this loss function to be used in gradient descent, it is
necessary that it is continuous. Decomposing the loss, the term in the sum is
dependent on σ being a continuous function. If it is the output from a NN,
this will be the case. The |D1| term is a constant. However, q is the empirical
quantile of the NCMs computed across the calibration set D2, so q = αi for
some ith example in D2 which is rank ordered in ascending order at position
dε|D2|e. There are two ways that q can change, relative to η and θ:

1. The example i does not change, but αi changes with η and θ, according to
Equation (12). If m and σ are both continuous functions, then the NCM
and hence q are continuous. Since m and σ are output from NN then this
is indeed the case.

2. Or, example i will change to some other example in the calibration set
D2, say, some j 6= i, so that with a change of η and θ, q = αj . This can
only happen if the two examples switch ranking (i.e. initially αi < αj ,
then with a change of η and θ, this changes to αj < αi, or vice versa).
Since αi is a continuous function, as established above, this implies that
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there is some point at which i and j have the same NCM value, which is
the point that they switch rankings and q changes, hence q is continuous
at this switch point, although not smooth.

Hence, since all terms in Equation (19) are continuous, the loss function is
continuous and may be used as part of gradient descent. The loss function is
not smooth, but it is common for modern optimizers to handle continuous, non-
smooth loss functions, using techniques such as subgradient methods (e.g. see
Shor 1985; Nesterov 2009) and coordinate descent (Tseng and Yun 2009). The
computation of this loss value is given in Algorithm 1.

Algorithm 1 Compute LossICP−embedded

Require: D1 = Proper training data set, D2 = embedded calibration set,
Require: N = Neural network with weights vector w,
Require: (1− ε) = confidence level.
1: Return the vector of output values m1, s1 using forward propagation through
N(w) with D1.

2: Return the vector of output values m2, s2 using forward propagation through
N(w) with D2.

3: α = |y2−m2|
exp(s2) where y2 is vector of outcome values in D2. . α is the vector

of nonconformity measures for D2.
4: q = (1− ε)th quantile of the vector α.
5: Return LossICP−embedded = 2q

∑
exp(s1)/|D1|.

For this study, a single NN is used to output the values of both m and σ
functions. This follows the style of QD-soft, but differs from use in traditional
ICP where separate models are required for m and σ, run sequentially, since
σ is intended to model the uncertainty in m. Arguably, allowing a single NN
for both functions leads to less computation cost and also more flexibility in
formulating the model structure for the normalized NCM. Therefore, since m
and σ use the same NN structure, they share the same parameters, η = θ which
are the weights in the NN. We will refer to these shared parameters as θ. Figure
2 illustrates the NN used with DOICR.

Figure 2: Neural network structure used with DOICR
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As with other machine learning algorithms, we may expect DOICR to overfit,
and this would be evident in the downwardly biased MPIW . Therefore, as
usual, after training, we use independent hold-out calibration and test sets to
run a test ICP using parameters θ̂ estimated by DOICR.

Although the embedded ICPs are valid, there is random variation between
them which will mean that some empirically deviate from validity by random
chance, based on training sample size. With a large search space of ICPs, the
optimizer can exploit this feature to home in on the ICPs to decrease MPIW
by lowering PICP below CL. As an example, with the Bias data set, which
we describe later in Section 4, and setting CL = 0.9, we find that DOICR
will deliver an embedded ICP with very low PICP = 0.595 to achieve a low
MPIW = 0.717. However, once the same parameter settings are used in the
test ICP, validity is restored (PICP = 0.899), as expected, but at the expense
of higher MPIW = 1.814 and this is worse performance than the traditional
ICP (test PICP = 0.883 and MPIW = 1.120). The change in training PICP
and MPIW through the epochs of the gradient descent process is shown in
Figure 3 which demonstrates that PICP is pushed below the CL whilst MPIW
continues to improve. The graph suggests that with further epochs, PICP
could be pushed even lower. This problem can be viewed as an overfitting
problem with the selection of a training set D1 and embedded calibration set D2
across the training process. To remedy this problem, the training set is shuffled
each epoch, and a new D1 and D2 are selected each time. This prevents the
optimizer from following a path seeking the ICP with the lowest PICP . This
is also the approach used by Stutz et al. (2022) in their experiments with
classification. Using this approach, for Bias with CL = 0.9, results on the
training data are PICP = 0.8931 and MPIW = 0.7931, leading to test results
of PICP = 0.8951 and MPIW = 1.022 which is an improvement on traditional
ICP (test PICP = 0.883 and MPIW = 1.120).

Figure 3: Training PICP and MPIW obtained by embedded ICP with fixed
embedded training and calibration sets; for Bias data set and CL = 0.9.
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DOICR is implemented using PyTorch for which the underlying neural net-
work structure needs to be defined and only the loss function needs to be passed.
Gradients do not need to be derived analytically, since PyTorch uses auto-
matic differentiation (AD) to evaluate the loss function and implement back-
propagation (Baydin et al.,2017). Even though the loss function involves an
iterative step to compute q, the autograd (AD) package in Python is able to
handle the differentiation of code blocks (Paszke et al., 2017). The DOICR al-
gorithm is given in Algorithm 2 and the full framework for DOICR is illustrated
in Figure 4.

Algorithm 2 Directly Optimized Inductive Regression (DOICR)

Require: T = Training data set, and r is the percentage of data to be used as
the embedded calibration set,

Require: N = Neural network with initial weights w0, and tepochs is the total
number of epochs.

1: w ← w0.
2: for each i = 1, 2, ...tepochs do
3: Divide T randomly into D1 and D2 with percentage (100− r)% and r%

respectively.
4: Perform back propagation (autograd) with LossICP−embedded and up-

date weights w.
5: end for
6: return weights w.

Figure 4: General DOICR framework.
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4 Experimental Design and Results

To demonstrate that our method can generate high-quality PIs, it is compared
with the three mentioned baseline methods (i.e. QD-soft, ICP, and SCPO) on
six publicly available datasets, including five tabular data sets and one image
data sets. The descriptions of these data sets are given in Table 1. For the
RSNA data set, X-ray images are given in different sizes. For this study, they
are all converted to RGB images with 224 by 224 pixels. The KC dataset is
available on Kaggle website1

Name Description Target variable n v

KC
House sales in King County, USA
(available on Kaggle website)

Sale price 21613 24

Bias
Bias correction on temperature prediction
(Cho et al., 2020)

Minimum temperature 7752 24

Ames
Housing data in Iowa, USA
(Cock and Dean, 2011)

Sale price 2928 9

Super
Superconductor data
(Hamidieh, 2018)

Critical temperature 21263 81

GPU
GPU performance data
(Nugteren and Codreanu, 2015)

Average performance time 241600 14

RSNA
X-ray images and corresponding bone ages
(Halabi et al., 2018)

Bone age 16211 NA

Table 1: Description of all datasets. n = number of examples and v = number
of predictor variables; for image datasets, the input data is the image, so v is
shown as NA.

4.1 Experimental Settings

In this study, for all experiments, a broad range of plausible confidence levels
(CL) were explored: 0.8, 0.9, 0.95, and 0.99.

For the tabular data sets, a standard multi-layer perceptron (MLP) neural
network structure is used, whereas a convolutional neural network (CNN) struc-
ture is used for the RSNA image data. Details of implementation are described
in the next subsections.

4.1.1 Settings for hyperparameters inside loss functions

Of the four algorithms used, only the SCPO and QD-soft have hyperparameters
inside their loss functions. However, grid search was not performed directly
for these hyperparameters, since the λ and γ themselves affect the value of
the loss (e.g. the LossQD−soft for λ = 100 is definitely larger than that for
λ = 1, it is impossible to use the value of LossQD−soft as the criterion for
selecting the best model). For QD-soft, multiple variations of λ and γ were
explored and it was found that they have a great influence on the experimental
results, and most of the combinations of values yielded results that are not in
accordance with the HQ principles. Most of the reasonable combinations are

1https://www.kaggle.com/harlfoxem/housesalesprediction
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close to λ = 0.01 and γ = 160 which are the values used by Pearce et al. (2021)
in their implementation. For SCPO, we chose the same λ and γ as recommended
by Bellotti (2020).

4.1.2 Settings for MLP

Models were trained with 1000 epochs. For all four methods, we fixed the NN
structure as two hidden layers with 20 neurons in each layer, since initial explo-
ration suggested this provides good performance. For experiments on tabular
data sets, grid search was used for all methods to find the best MLP hyper-
parameters. These are listed in Table 2 with candidate values for the search.
This gives a total of 48 models to run during the grid search. The combination
of hyperparameters that achieve the lowest corresponding loss on an indepen-
dent validation set is used as the final model to be tested using an independent
test set, and also an independent calibration set for ICP, SCPO, and DOICR.
We make more data available for training and split the tabular data sets into
partitions as shown Table 3. Notice that since QD-Soft does not need a calibra-
tion set, that part is allocated to training. These proportions give reasonable
sizes for each partition, except for Ames for which the low sample size makes
conducting the experiment more challenging.

Hyperparameter Search range

learning rate 0.0001, 0.001, 0.01, 0.1

weight decay 0, 0.0001, 0.001

batch size 16, 32, 64, 128

Table 2: Hyperparameters for MLP and
their corresponding search ranges.

4.1.3 Settings for CNN

Several pre-existing backbone CNNs were used in experiments for learning the
image data, which are EfficientNet (Tan and Le, 2019), ResNet (He et al., 2015),
and Inception V4 (Szegedy et al., 2017) in PyTorch. Hyperparameter setting
was not performed, since it takes considerable time to train CNNs using image
data, and it is impractical to perform the grid search for these experiments. As
a result, we used the default values provided in Pytorch for the dropout rate
and learning rate. As for the weight decay for QD-soft, using the default weight
decay value in Pytorch will typically result in errors during training, due to
infinities in the computed gradients. According to Pearce et al. (2021), QD-
soft will be vulnerable if a large decay rate is used in the training process. As a
consequence, a tenth of the default value for the decay rate (0.001) is used in this
study. Since grid search is not required, no validation set is required and data
divisions are shown in Table 3. Since QD-Soft does not require a calibration
set, that portion of data is added to the training.
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Data set Method Training set Validation set Calibration set Test set

Tabular
ICP, SCPO and DOICR 40% 20% 20% 20%

QD-soft 60% 20% - 20%

RSNA (image)
ICP, SCPO and DOICR 50% - 25% 25%

QD-soft 75% - - 25%

Table 3: The division of the data sets under the 4 different methods.

Due to hardware limitations, the GPU we used could not process too many
images at one time, and the GPU memory capacity is exceeded when the batch
size is larger than 150. Meanwhile, after investigation, we found that a batch
size lower than 100 would lead to errors (due to infinite gradient values) during
training CNN with LossQD−soft, so we chose 128 as the batch size for all four
approaches. The optimizer used is AdamW (Loshchilov and Hutter 2019) since
it has a faster convergence speed than SGD for CNNs, able to converge within
50 epochs, which can greatly improve experimental efficiency. Unlike Adam
(Kingma and Ba 2014), AdamW directly adds the gradient of the regularization
term to the backpropagation formula, eliminating the need to manually add
the regularization term to the loss. Therefore, in our experiments, it is more
computationally efficient than Adam.

4.2 Experimental results

The four methods were run for the six data sets and results are presented in
Figures 5 and 6 for MLP and CNN respectively. These figures plot CL and
PICP against MPIW (inefficiency). Deviations of PICP from CL are shown by
vertical lines. Tables 4 to 5 show the same full results in table form. The target
we are focusing on is MPIW, and the best-performing methods will be marked
in red in the tables. However, results where PICP and confidence level differ
significantly also need to be monitored. When (1 − ε) − PICP > 0.2, the box
indicating PICP will be filled with yellow in the tables.

Data set Confidence level Method PICP MPIW

ICP 0.781 0.842

DOICR 0.782 0.873

SCPO 0.821 2.680
0.80

QD-soft 0.768 0.824

ICP 0.883 1.120

DOICR 0.892 1.019

SCPO 0.917 3.353
0.90

QD-soft 0.876 1.252

ICP 0.941 1.389

DOICR 0.948 1.247

SCPO 0.955 1.456
0.95

QD-soft 0.924 1.236

ICP 0.986 1.874

DOICR 0.986 1.685

SCPO 0.991 2.407

Bias

0.99

QD-soft 0.975 1.723

ICP 0.798 0.656

DOICR 0.793 0.521

SCPO 0.799 1.545
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0.80

QD-soft 0.803 0.620

ICP 0.908 0.887

DOICR 0.902 0.730

SCPO 0.892 1.162
0.90

QD-soft 0.903 0.912

ICP 0.952 1.116

DOICR 0.948 0.946

SCPO 0.945 1.529
0.95

QD-soft 0.944 1.206

ICP 0.989 1.717

DOICR 0.989 1.501

SCPO 0.988 1.939

KC

0.99

QD-soft 0.987 1.623

ICP 0.803 1.524

DOICR 0.785 1.116

SCPO 0.778 1.653
0.80

QD-soft 0.786 1.159

ICP 0.911 2.346

DOICR 0.914 1.630

SCPO 0.868 2.598
0.90

QD-soft 0.918 1.703

ICP 0.950 3.326

DOICR 0.946 1.947

SCPO 0.918 3.392
0.95

QD-soft 0.937 1.895

ICP 0.995 7.385

DOICR 0.990 2.682

SCPO 0.986 4.916

Ames

0.99

QD-soft 0.964 2.211

ICP 0.803 0.211

DOICR 0.794 0.158

SCPO 0.799 0.825
0.80

QD-soft 0.800 0.240

ICP 0.899 0.296

DOICR 0.905 0.220

SCPO 0.897 1.463
0.90

QD-soft 0.917 0.384

ICP 0.943 0.387

DOICR 0.945 0.279

SCPO 0.941 2.414
0.95

QD-soft 0.909 0.311

ICP 0.990 0.640

DOICR 0.989 0.407

SCPO 0.994 1.588

GPU

0.99

QD-soft 0.991 0.581

ICP 0.815 0.704

DOICR 0.801 0.633

SCPO 0.800 1.560
0.80

QD-soft 0.788 0.726

ICP 0.908 0.978

DOICR 0.902 0.848

SCPO 0.897 1.682
0.90

QD-soft 0.912 1.120

ICP 0.945 1.294

DOICR 0.949 1.095

SCPO 0.952 1.703
0.95

QD-soft 0.961 1.301

ICP 0.986 2.103

DOICR 0.989 1.598

SCPO 0.988 1.673

Super

0.99

QD-soft 0.995 1.890

16



Table 4: Results for MLP

Backbone NN Confidence level Method PICP MPIW

ICP 0.795 0.656

DOICR 0.789 0.543

SCPO 0.782 0.792
0.80

QD-soft 0.784 0.925

ICP 0.905 0.872

DOICR 0.900 0.853

SCPO 0.892 0.933
0.90

QD-soft 0.931 1.516

ICP 0.955 1.064

DOICR 0.948 0.949

SCPO 0.949 1.323
0.95

QD-soft 0.934 1.324

ICP 0.989 1.560

DOICR 0.990 1.324

SCPO 0.992 1.632

EfficientNet

0.99

QD-soft 0.961 1.454

ICP 0.796 0.707

DOICR 0.795 0.629

SCPO 0.798 0.802
0.80

QD-soft 0.791 0.856

ICP 0.898 0.956

DOICR 0.901 0.791

SCPO 0.901 0.983
0.90

QD-soft 0.914 1.211

ICP 0.954 1.212

DOICR 0.951 0.987

SCPO 0.949 1.223
0.95

QD-soft 0.949 1.182

ICP 0.991 2.137

DOICR 0.987 1.402

SCPO 0.987 1.542

Inception V4

0.99

QD-soft 0.983 1.804

ICP 0.797 0.684

DOICR 0.799 0.697

SCPO 0.801 0.924
0.80

QD-soft 0.793 0.922

ICP 0.901 1.175

DOICR 0.897 0.813

SCPO 0.912 1.215
0.90

QD-soft 0.852 0.902

ICP 0.952 1.417

DOICR 0.951 1.102

SCPO 0.947 1.367
0.95

QD-soft 0.939 1.314

ICP 0.988 1.917

DOICR 0.986 1.289

SCPO 0.983 2.123

ResNet

0.99

QD-soft 0.987 1.581

Table 5: Results for CNN

Overall, for almost all experiments DOICR achieved the smallest MPIW ,
and hence the lowest predictive inefficiency, whilst the corresponding PICP is
not far from the CL, demonstrating validity. Often the improvement in per-
formance with DOICR is large. Two occasions when DOICR does not achieve
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Figure 5: Results for MLP on the 5 tabular data sets. The target confidence
level (CL) is shown as horizontal dashed lines. Each experiment is shown as
a point: PICP is shown as vertical deviation from the target CL and MIPW
(predictive inefficiency) is shown on the horizontal axis.

the smallest MPIW are for the Bias data set with CL=0.8 and Ames with
CL=0.95, when QD-soft is marginally better, but at the expense of lower PICP
as deviation from validity. Another occasion is for ResNet with CL=0.8 when
a standard ICP is competitive, but the difference in performance is small. For
all other CLs, DOICR is clearly performing better.

Generally, ICP and SCPO perform relatively poorly in this study, especially
at higher CL. QD-soft is more competitive, but does not give a guarantee of
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Figure 6: Results for CNN on data set RSNA for the 3 backbones. The target
confidence level (CL) is shown as horizontal dashed lines. Each experiment is
shown as a point: PICP is shown as vertical deviation from the target CL and
MIPW (predictive inefficiency) is shown on the horizontal axis.

validity, and often is seen to deviate greatly from validity (i.e. PICP is far
from CL).

5 Conclusion and future work

For many applications in the regression setting, there is a need to produce PIs,
rather than point predictions. Additionally, the more that machine learning is
being used in real-world critical settings, there is an increasing interest in reliable
machine learning. For PIs, this essentially requires predictive validity. That is,
if the user is expecting a particular confidence level, then the probability that
the true label is in the PI meets the confidence level.

In this paper, we take advantage of the validity of ICP and use an algorithm,
DOICR, that only needs to minimize MPIW by applying gradient descent to
explore the space of possible ICPs. We compared DOICR with other previous
algorithms such as traditional ICP, built on an underlying machine learning
algorithm and QD-soft, on six public data sets. It is found that DOICR not only
inherits the validity of ICP, but also has an excellent performance in reducing the
width of PIs (MPIW). Not only that, DOICR can also be easily combined with
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various state-of-the-art Deep Learning approaches such as CNN, and achieve far
better performance than the baselines.

Several aspects need further investigation. Firstly, as with ICP, DOICR suf-
fers from the dilemma of wasting data, because they both need to use part of the
database to build calibration sets, which will greatly reduce the number of train-
ing examples. Further research is needed to determine the best use of data for
DOICR, especially in high-dimensional deep learning settings. Secondly, most
of the PIs are evaluated in terms of marginal validity; i.e. PICP is measuring
aggregate coverage across the population. However, there is a growing concern
that validity may not be evenly spread amongst different sub-populations; that
is, it may not be conditionally valid, in some sense (Vovk 2013). Indeed, by set-
ting the goal to maximize predictive efficiency, it may encourage the optimizer to
assign poor (conditional) validity across some sub-populations to meet the over-
all MIPW target. This could happen if a subpopulation is inherently harder to
predict or there is a lack of data or poor data quality within these subgroups (so
the optimizer is able to sacrifice validity in these subpopulations to meet better
MIPW overall). The problem of subpopulation bias in artificial intelligence
systems is a general problem that needs addressing (see e.g. the study by Buo-
lamwini and Gebru 2018), but bias in conditional validity is a specific problem
for PIGs and ICP that needs special consideration. For ICP classification, the
development of the loss function to allow for some conditional validity such as
class conditioning, has been proposed (Stutz et al. 2022). Further investigation
and remedies should be considered to deal with this possibility, in the context of
DOICR with general frameworks to handle conditional validity, such as guided
adjustments to the NCM (Bellotti 2021b). Thirdly, since DOICR is successful
when using a CNN model structure, it would also be interesting to apply it to
other complex state-of-the-art algorithms such as Recurrent Neural Networks
or Transformer (Vaswani et al., 2017) and other large NNs. This would be an
interesting line for further research.
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