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Abstract

We develop a conformal inference method to construct joint confidence regions for struc-
tured groups of missing entries within a sparsely observed matrix. This method is useful to
provide reliable uncertainty estimation for group-level collaborative filtering; for example, it
can be applied to help suggest a movie for a group of friends to watch together. Unlike stan-
dard conformal techniques, which make inferences for one individual at a time, our method
achieves stronger group-level guarantees by carefully assembling a structured calibration data
set mimicking the patterns expected among the test group of interest. We propose a general-
ized weighted conformalization framework to deal with the lack of exchangeability arising from
such structured calibration, and in this process we introduce several innovations to overcome
computational challenges. The practicality and effectiveness of our method are demonstrated
through extensive numerical experiments and an analysis of the MovieLens 100K data set.

Keywords: Collaborative filtering; confidence regions; conformal inference; exchangeability;
Laplace’s method; simultaneous inference.

1 Introduction

1.1 Background and Motivation

Many data-driven decision problems require a simultaneous understanding of several related un-
knowns, motivating the use of joint confidence (or prediction) regions. This explains why the
concept of joint (or simultaneous) inference has a rich history, with roots tracing back to semi-
nal works by Scheffé [1] and others [2, 3]. Despite its established roots in classical statistics, this
topic remains relatively under-explored in the context of distribution-free predictive inference, or
conformal inference [4, 5]. In fact, conformal methods have so far primarily focused on predicting
individual outcomes one by one, typically under a data exchangeability assumption. As we shall
see, this traditional approach can make it hard to aggregate individual inferences efficiently. This
is especially a challenge in situations where the goal is to simultaneously predict several quantities
exhibiting potentially complicated dependencies, and a straightforward Bonferroni correction [6]
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applied to individual-level predictions would be too conservative. We begin to fill this gap in the
literature by developing a novel simultaneous conformal inference [4] method for matrix completion,
practically motivated by collaborative filtering for group recommendations.

Group recommender algorithms provide suggestions for collective decisions in diverse contexts,
such as movies [7], music [8], travel [9], restaurants [10], and hiring [11]. For example, think of a
group of friends faced with the daunting task of selecting a movie that caters to everyone’s prefer-
ences. By utilizing data on each individual’s past streaming history and previously indicated movie
preferences, a group recommender system can streamline the decision-making process, enhancing
the likelihood of an inclusive and gratifying movie-watching experience for all involved. This ex-
plains why the topic is gaining increased traction [12-14], fueled by increasing usage of mobile
devices and social networks that connect users and gather relevant data.

While previous research on recommender systems concentrated on algorithmic aspects, uncer-
tainty estimation is an essential ingredient in principled decision-making [15-19], the significance
of which is underscored by the inherent limitations of inferences based on sparse data, subjective
ratings, diverse user behaviors, and potential inaccuracies due to noise [20]. In fact, uncertainty
estimation can enhance transparency [21] and plays a crucial role in identifying flawed predictions
and reinforcing user trust [22]. Moreover, it can provide valuable insights for developing innovative
algorithmic strategies [23], potentially entailing the exclusion of less confident recommendations.
It is also beneficial for internal company processes, such as comparing different algorithms [24] and
offering guidance on future data collection requirements [25]. In the context of group recommen-
dations, uncertainty estimation becomes even more important [26-28] because it can play a critical
role in the aggregation of potentially conflicting individual preferences [14, 29, 30].

To illustrate this idea, consider a recommendation algorithm that needs to suggest a movie for
a group of friends, Alice, Ben, and Chris. All three users are predicted to give 5/5 ratings to “2001:
A Space Odyssey”. However, the algorithm is only confident about Alice’s and Ben’s ratings, while
Chris’s predicted rating is close to random guess, due for example to limited data related to his
enjoyment of science-fiction. Moreover, the algorithm predicts all three users to give a 4/5 rating
to “The Godfather”, but these predictions all are highly confident. Understanding the uncertainty
in both cases would facilitate the recommendations process. For instance, it would lead to the
selection of “The Godfather” if the system follows the “least misery” principle—assuming that the
group’s overall satisfaction is influenced by the least satisfied member [30]—and to “2001: A Space
Odyssey” under the opposite “most pleasure” principle.

With this motivation, we consider the problem of jointly predicting (or estimating) multiple
ratings corresponding to different users. We focus on collaborative filtering via matrix completion—
the task of approximating the missing entries in a sparsely observed ratings matrix [31], where rows
represent users and columns depict products. If the matrix exhibits certain patterns, such as a low-
rank structure, it becomes feasible to impute the missing entries [32-34]. The underlying concept
is quite intuitive. Individuals often seek recommendations from their peers, placing more trust in
suggestions from people whose preferences align closely with their own. Thus, the structure of the
preference matrix captures valuable similarities between diverse users and products.

While conformal inference has already been recognized as providing a useful uncertainty esti-
mation framework in the context of collaborative filtering and matrix completion [18, 35, 36], we
will explain below that the task of simultaneously estimating uncertainty in a group setting is both
novel and particularly challenging, necessitating a creative approach.



1.2 Preview of Our Contributions

We study the problem of constructing a confidence region for K missing entries within the same
column of a partially observed matrix, for different values of K. Focusing on groups of entries
within the same column is helpful for concreteness, but the main elements of our solution could be
adapted to also address different related questions.

Figure 1 previews the performance of our method applied to the MovieLens 100K data [37],
analyzing a ratings matrix with 800 rows (users) and 1000 columns (movies). Approximately 94%
of the entries are missing, and the goal is to construct a joint 90% confidence region (in the shape
of a hyper-cube) for the unobserved ratings assigned to a random movie by a group of K users.
We refer to Section 5.2 for more details on this data analysis. In this context, an unadjusted
application of conformalized matriz completion method of Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] would produce
individual confidence intervals for one user/movie pair at a time but would not achieve group-level
coverage. Therefore, we compare our method to a benchmark that seeks simultaneous group validity
by applying a straightforward Bonferroni adjustment to the individual confidence intervals. Our
method outperforms this Bonferroni benchmark, producing narrower and hence more informative
confidence regions thanks to its ability to automatically adapt to the complex dependency structures
arising from these data. We refer to Appendix Al for a review of the method of Gui, Barber, and
Ma [35] and further details on the undadjusted and Bonferroni baseline approaches.
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Figure 1: Preview of the performance of our conformal method for simultaneous group-level matrix
completion on the MovieLens 100K data, as a function of the group size. The results in different
columns are obtained using a (convex optimization) matrix completion algorithm based on different
hypothesized matrix ranks. The baseline approach applies a Bonferroni correction to the individual-
level conformalized matrix completion method of Gui, Barber, and Ma [35]. The nominal group-
level coverage level is 90%, and our method outputs narrower (more informative) confidence regions.

Our method can be intuitively explained as follows. Conformal inference generally aims to
transform the output of a machine learning model into a confidence set with a tunable parameter
that controls the margin of error. This parameter is calibrated, using hold-out data assumed to be
exchangeable with the test point, to minimize the size of the confidence set while guaranteeing a
suitable notion of average coverage. To address our joint estimation problem, we extend the stan-
dard conformal strategy by constructing and leveraging a structured calibration sample consisting
of groups of user/product observations that mimic the patterns expected at test time.

Yet, it is not easy to translate this high-level idea into a concrete method. The main obstacle
is that our structured calibration data are inconsistent with exchangeability, preventing the use
of standard conformal techniques. Our solution draws inspiration from the weighted exchangeabil-
ity framework of Tibshirani et al. [38], which was developed to address a different covariate shift
problem. However, this approach gives rise to significant computational challenges in our setting,
as it involves summing over exponentially many permutations to account for the lack of exchange-



ability. We overcome these challenges by fusing the Gumbel-max trick [39] with a new extension
of the classical Laplace method [40]. The Gumbel-max trick converts the intractable sum into a
more manageable although still analytically unfeasible integral, and the Laplace method provides
an accurate approximation of this integral. Although our integration technique is not exact, we
demonstrate its reliability by proving that it is asymptotically consistent in the large-sample limit
and then we verify the empirical validity of our results numerically.

1.3 Related Works

While matrix completion algorithms are well-studied [32-34, 41, 42|, the problem of quantifying
their uncertainty has received attention only more recently. Chen et al. [43], Xia and Yuan [44],
and Farias, Li, and Peng [45] obtained asymptotic confidence intervals for missing entries estimated
using convex optimization algorithms, under some modeling assumptions for the underlying matrix.
Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] and Shao and Zhang [36] proposed alternative approaches based on
conformal inference [4, 46], requiring fewer assumptions and providing finite-sample inferences.
Our method builds upon the conformal inference framework, but is not in competition with the
parametric techniques of Chen et al. [43], Xia and Yuan [44], and Farias, Li, and Peng [45]; on the
contrary, in the future these opposite points of view could be combined, possibly drawing strength
from the convex optimization analysis to obtain even more informative conformal inferences.

Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] and Shao and Zhang [36] both seek to construct individual confidence
intervals for the unobserved entries in a partially observed matrix, one at a time, although each
tackles that problem from a different angle. The view of Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] is more similar
to ours, as they assume the matrix is fixed while the missingness is random. In Shao and Zhang
[36], the matrix is random and the missingness is fixed. Our work departs from that of Gui, Barber,
and Ma [35] as we seek simultaneous confidence regions for structured groups of missing entries;
this is a more challenging problem that requires different modeling choices and involves several
methodological innovations due to lack of exchangeability.

While this paper focuses on matrix completion, many components of our method are likely
to have broader relevance, potentially enabling structured conformal inferences in different con-
texts. Many prior works focused on regression [5, 47-49], classification [50-52], or outlier detection
[63-55], but the applicability of conformal inference extends to numerous other tasks, including
functional data analysis [56], causal inference [57], data sketching [58], and forecasting [59, 60]; see
also Angelopoulos and Bates [61] for a beginner-level review. In general, conformal inference is
easier when dealing with exhangeable data, but there have been many efforts to deal with more
difficult situations [38, 62—65]. Building on the weighted exchangeability framework introduced by
Tibshirani et al. [38], we focus on the challenges arising from structured calibration.

1.4 Outline of the Paper

Section 2 states our assumptions and goals. Section 3 presents our method. Section 4 delves
into essential implementation aspects. The empirical performance of our method is investigated in
Section 5. Section 6 concludes with a discussion and some ideas for future research. Additional con-
tent is in the appendices. Appendix Al summarizes technical background information and details
the baseline approaches. Appendix A2 explains additional implementation details, Appendix A3
summarizes further empirical results, and Appendix A4 contains all mathematical proofs.



2 Setup and Problem Statement

Let M € R" %" be a fired matrix with n, rows and n. columns. One may consider that the rows
of M correspond to users and its columns to products, while each entry M, . is the rating assigned
by user r € [n,] := {1,...,n,} to product ¢ € [n.] :={1,...,n.}. Although it is common to assume
M to have a particular (e.g., low-rank) structure, possibly including some independent additive
random noise, we follow a different approach. Inspired by Gui, Barber, and Ma [35], we allow M
to be deterministic and arbitrary, and we model instead the randomness in the data observation
(or missingness) process.

Consider a fixed number of observations, ngns, and let Mx_, = denote the observed portion of M,
indexed by Xopns = (X1,..., Xp,,.) with each X; € [n,] X [n.]. We assume that X,p,¢ is randomly
sampled without replacement from [n,] X [n¢]. For increased flexibility, we allow this sampling
process to be weighted according to parameters w = (wr,c)(nc)e[nT]x[nc], which we assume to be
known for now. See Appendix A2.4 for details on how these weights may be estimated in practice.
In a compact notation, we write our sampling model as:

Xobs ~ \Ij(nobsa [nr] X [nc]a w) (1)

In general, ¥(m, X', w) denotes weighted random sampling without replacement of m > 1 distinct
elements (“balls”) from a finite dictionary (“urn”) denoted as X, with |X| > m. More precisely,
X ~ ¥(m,X,w) corresponds to saying that, for any & € X™,

Wy, Wy, Wy
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Therefore, the weights w do not need to be normalized. This model is a special case of the
multivariate Wallenius’ noncentral hypergeometric distribution [66, 67], and it reduces to random
sampling without replacement if all w, . are the same.

We denote as Dops C 1] X [n¢] the unordered collection of indices corresponding to the observed
matrix entries, and call its complement D yjgs; i.€.,

Dobs = {Xla cee 7Xnobs}7 Dhniss 1= [nr] X [nc] \Dobs'

Our goal is to construct a joint confidence region for a group of K > 1 unobserved matrix entries,
indexed by X* = (X{,X3,..., X} ), where each X € Dpjs and the group size K is fixed. The
indices represented by X* are assumed to be sampled without replacement from D,,;ss, Subject to
the constraint that they must be in the same matrix column. Moreover, the sampling of X* from
Dhniss is guided by a distinct set of weights w* = (w;fyc)(r,c)e[m}x[nc], which are also assumed to be
known for now. We will discuss at the end of this section the implications of the choice of w*.

To ensure that the sampling model for X* is fully well-defined, we must account for the possi-
bility that some matrix columns may have fewer than K missing entries. Therefore, we consider a
pruned set of missing indices Dpiss € Dhiss, defined as:

Diniss = {(1,¢) € Dniss * Nipiss = K} (2)
where nl. . = [{(r',) € Dmiss : ¢ = c}| is the number of missing entries in column c. Then, we



assume that X* is sampled according to
X | DobSa Dhrniss ~ ‘IJCOI(Ka Z_)miSSa 'w*), (3)

where ¥l is a constrained version of ¥ that samples a group of indices belonging to the same
column. This distribution is equivalent to the following sequential sampling procedure:

Xf ‘ D0b87Dmiss ~ \I’(
X; ‘ ,Z)ob57lz)1’rli557)(;< ~ \I’(

1) Z_)miSSa "-U*)
]—7 Dmiss \ {Xf}, ’LT)*),

X}k( | DobsapmissaXf; cee 7X;<(—1 ~ \Il(lyﬁmiss \ {Xik7 cee 7X}<(—1}’ ﬁ*)a

where the weights w* are given by w; . = wy I [e=X fQ] and X7, is the column of X7.

Note that the sequential sampling procedure in (4) requires the existence of one column with
at least K unobserved entries. This is always the case as long as nops < ne(n, — K + 1), and this
is a reasonable assumption in applications where M is only sparsely observed.

This premise allows us to state our goal formally. For a given coverage level a € (0, 1), we seek
a joint confidence region, denoted as é(X*;MXobs,a) C RX, for the K missing matrix entries
indexed by X*. Crucially, this confidence region should be informative (i.e., not too wide) and
guarantee finite-sample simultaneous coverage, in the sense that

P (M, . € C,o(X*; Mx,,., ), ¥(r,c) € {X],... ,X;;}] >1-a (5)

Note that the probability in (5) is taken with respect to both Xp,s, which is sampled according
to (1), and X*, which is sampled according to (4), while M is fixed.

We conclude this section by discussing the important distinction between the sampling weights
w in (1) and the test weights w* in (3), which have different interpretations and purposes. Intu-
itively, the role of w is to model situations in which the matrix is not observed uniformly at random.
For example, in a collaborative filtering context, some types of users may be more engaged and
certain movies tend to receive more ratings. Such patterns can be captured by the model in (1) us-
ing heterogeneous weights. Further, non-uniform missingness patterns are often apparent from the
observed data, making it possible to estimate w empirically [35], as explained in Appendix A2.4.

By contrast, w* may be independently fixed by the practitioner, and its role is to control the
interpretation of the coverage guarantee in (5). To understand this, consider the following two
examples. If all wy, = 1, Equation (5) offers coverage only in a marginal sense, for X* drawn
uniformly at random from the missing portion of the matrix [35]. If w;,. = 1 if and only if
¢ € A, for the subset A C [n.] corresponding to “action movies”, Equation (5) can be interpreted
as ensuring coverage specifically for action movies. The latter is a stronger type of conditional
guarantee [68], which may be appealing if one indeed cares especially about action movies. Thus,
w* generally allows one to place more or less emphasis on certain unobserved portions of the matrix,
interpolating between marginal and conditional views. Of course, there is a trade-off. As we will
see empirically, the price of stronger theoretical guarantees obtained with more concentrated weight
vectors w* tends to take the form of wider (less informative) confidence regions [69], which is why
some flexibility in the choice of w* is desirable.



3 Methods

This section describes the key components of our method, which we call Structured Conformalized
Matrix Completion (SCMC). Section 3.1 gives a high-level overview of SCMC and outlines it in
Algorithm 1. Section 3.2 details the construction of the calibration set utilized by SCMC. Section 3.3
presents a generalized quantile inflation lemma that provides the main theoretical building block for
our simultaneous coverage results. Section 3.4 characterizes precisely the conformalization weights
needed to apply our quantile inflation lemma in the context of SCMC. Section 3.5 establishes our
lower and upper simultaneous coverage bounds. Important computational shortcuts pertaining to
the evaluation of our conformalization weights are postponed to Section 4.

3.1 Method Outline

Having observed the matrix entries indexed by Dops C [ny] X [ne], SCMC partitions Dyps into
two disjoint subsets: a training set Dirain and a calibration set De,y, so that Dops = Dirain U Deal-
However, departing from the standard approach in (split) conformal inference, we do not partition
the data completely at random. On the contrary, since we want the calibration set to exhibit a
structure similar to that of the target group X*, we form Dipain and De, using a more sophisticated
approach, the details of which are explained later in Section 3.2.

After appropriately partitioning the observations into Diyain and De,;, SCMC trains a matrix
completion algorithm using only the data in Di;ain, producing a point estimate M (Dtrain) of the
full matrix M. Any matrix completion algorithm can be applied for this purpose. For example, if
M is suspected to have an underlying low-rank structure, it may be reasonable to follow a classical
convex nuclear norm minimization approach [33], computing

M (Dyain) = argmin || Z|.  subject to  Pp,. (Z) = Pp,.. (M),
ZcRnrXne

where |||« denotes the nuclear norm and Pp,,,. (M) is the orthogonal projection of M onto the
subspace of matrices that vanish outside the index set Diyain.

Beyond convex optimization, our method can be combined with any matrix completion algo-
rithm, including those based on non-convex factorization [70] or deep learning [71, 72]. While SCMC
tends to produce more informative confidence regions if M (Dtrain) estimates M more accurately,
its coverage guarantee will require no assumptions on how M is derived from Dirain-

Our method translates any black-box estimate M (Dtrain) into confidence regions for the missing
entries as follows. Let C be a pre-specified set-valued function, termed prediction rule, that takes
as input M, a list of K target indices * = (27,..., 2} ), and a parameter 7 € [0, 1], and outputs
Clx*, T, M ) € RX. (We will often make the dependence of M (Dtrain) on Diypain implicit.) Our
method is flexible in the choice of the prediction rule, but we generally require that this function
be monotone increasing in 7, in the sense that

—

C(x*, 71, M) C C(z", 72, ]/\Z), almost-surely if 7 < 79, (6)



and satisfies the following boundary conditions almost-surely:

C(z*,0, M) = {(J\’le N J\%K)} , lim C(z*,7, M) = RE. (7)

T—17

Intuitively, 7 = 0 corresponds to placing absolute confidence in the accuracy of M , while approach-
ing 7 = 1 suggests that the point estimate carries no information about M.

For example, a simple prediction rule that satisfies the aforementioned requirements is

o~

C(x*,T,M)—<Z/\ExTilT o M+ ) (8)

-7 K 1—71

which produces regions in the shape of a hyper-cube. This approach will be utilized in our numerical
experiments due to its ease of interpretation, but it is of course not unique. See Appendix A2.1 for
further details and additional examples of alternative prediction rules.

The purpose of the observations indexed by D, which were not used to train M ,is to find the
smallest possible 7 needed to achieve simultaneous coverage (5). As detailed in Section 3.2, SCMC
carefully constructs D, so that it gives us a set of n calibration groups { X fal, .o, X&) where each
Xfal consists of K observed matrix entries within the same column; i.e., Xfal = (Xicjl, ... ,Xﬁl().
As explained in the next section, n can be fixed arbitrarily, although it should be small compf;red
to the total number of observed matrix entries and typically at least greater than 100 to avoid
excessively high variance in the results [73, 74]. Intuitively, these calibration groups are constructed
in such a way as to (approximately) simulate the structure of X*.

For each calibration group, we compute a conformity score S; = S(X fal), defined as the smallest
value of 7 for which the candidate confidence region covers all K entries of M ycai:

Si = lnf{T G R . MX,L-C&l 6 C(Xfal,'r, M)} (9)

Then, the calibrated value 7, x of 7 is obtained by evaluating the following weighted quantile [38]
of the empirical distribution of the calibration scores:

Ta, K = Q(l —a; ) pids, +pn+1500). (10)
=1

Above, Q(1 — a; F') denotes the 1 — a quantile of a distribution F' on the augmented real line
RU{o0}; that is, for S ~ F, Q(5; F) = inf {s € R : P(S < s) > B}. The distribution in (10) places
a point mass p; on each observed value of 5; and an additional point mass p,11 at +o0o. The
expression of the weights p; and p,+1 will be given in Section 3.4. These weights generally depend
on X* and on all Xfal, although this dependence is kept implicit here for simplicity.

Finally, the calibrated parameter 7, g is utilized to construct a joint confidence region

~ —~

C(X*;Mx,, o) =C(X" Tarx, M). (11)

This will be proved in Section 3.5 to have valid simultaneous coverage (5), as long as Xps is
sampled from (1) and X* from (4). The overall procedure is summarized by Algorithm 1, while all
missing details will be carefully explained in the subsequent sections.



Algorithm 1 Simultaneous Conformalized Matrix Completion (SCMC)

1: Input: partially observed matrix Mx_,_, with unordered list of observed indices Dgps;
2 test group X *; nominal coverage level a € (0,1);

3 any matrix completion algorithm producing point estimates;

4 any prediction rule C satisfying (6) and (7);

5: desired number n of calibration groups.

6: Apply Algorithm 2 to obtain Dip,in and the calibration groups (Xfal, e Xflal) in Deal;
7: Compute a point estimate M , looking only the observations in Diyain-

8: Compute the conformity scores S;, for all i € [n], with Equation (9).

9: Compute 7, i in (10), based on the weights p; given by (19) in Section 3.4.
10: Output: Joint confidence region é’(X*; Mx ., ) given by Equation (11).

3.2 Assembling the Structured Calibration Set

This section explains how to partition Dy into a training set Dirain and a collection of calibration
groups X fal, R X,Cfl that approximately mimic the structure of X*. To begin, we note that the
number n of calibration groups cannot exceed |nons/K | and, further,

C

n < Z \‘n})(st = gobSa (12)
c=1

where n¢,  is the number of observed entries in column ¢ € [n.], which is a function of X, in (1).
To satisfy these constraints, as a practical rule-of-thumb one may set n = min{1000, [{bs/2]}. In
the following, we will assume that n is a fixed parameter (e.g., n = 1000) guaranteed to satisfy the
upper bound in (12). This simplification streamlines the analysis of SCMC without much loss of
generality. In principle, it would also be possible to set n in a data-independent way so that (12)
holds with high probability, as long as K is not too large compared to ngps and n,.ne.

For any given n satisfying (12), we partition Dgps into a training set Dyyain and a collection of n
calibration groups X§¥, ..., X< as detailed in Algorithm 2. After initializing an empty Dirain, we
iterate over each column c and assign to Diyain a random subset of m¢ := ng  mod K observations
from that column, where ng, _ is the total number of observations in column c¢. This preliminary step
ensures that the remaining number of observations in column ¢ is a multiple of K (possibly zero).
Then, for each i € [n], X fal is obtained by sampling K observations uniformly without replacement

from a randomly chosen matrix column. Finally, all remaining observations are assigned to Diyain-

Algorithm 2 intuitively mimics the sampling model for X* defined in (3), with the key difference
that it samples the calibration groups from D, instead of Dy,ss. This unavoidable discrepancy,
however, is delicate, as it implies that Xfal, . ,Xflal are neither exchangeable nor weighted ex-
changeable [38] with the test group X*. Therefore, an innovative approach is needed to translate

these calibration groups into valid simultaneous confidence regions, as explained in the next section.



Algorithm 2 Assembling the structured calibration set for Algorithm 1

1: Input: Set Dy of neps observed entries; number n of calibration groups; group size K.
2: Initialize an empty set of matrix indices, Dprune = 0.

3: for all columus ¢ € [n.| do

4:  Define m® :=n¢, . mod K.

5. if m®# 0 then

6 Sample m€ indices (I1,..., Ine) ~ W(m®, Dops N ([nr] X {c}),1).

7 Add the entry indices {I1,...,Imec} to Dprune-

8 end if

9: end for

10: Initialize a set of available observed matrix indices, Dayail = Dobs \ Pprune-

11: Initialize an empty set of matrix index groups, Dea = 0.

12: for i € [n] do

13:  Sample X = (X4 ... X)) ~ UK, Dyyail, 1), with U defined as in (3).

14:  Insert X in De,. Remove {Xicjl, e ,Xﬁl{} from D,yail-

15: end for 7

16: Define: Dypain = Dprune U Dayail-

17: Output: Set of calibration groups D, = {Xfal, oo, X&) training set Dipain C Dobs;

3.3 A General Quantile Inflation Lemma

Consider a conformity score S*, defined similarly to the scores S; in (9),
S* ::inf{TeR:MX*GC(X*,T,ﬁ)}. (13)

In words, S* is the smallest 7 for which C(X™*, T, M ) covers all K entries of Mx+. Although this
score cannot be observed because the matrix entries indexed by X™* are latent, it is a well-defined
and useful quantity. It allows us to write the probability that the confidence region output by
Algorithm 1 simultaneously covers all elements of Mx+ as:

P [MX* € C(X* Fose, M)| =P[S* < 7o k] (14)

To establish that Algorithm 1 achieves simultaneous coverage (5), the right-hand-side of (14)
must be bounded from below by 1 — «, for a suitable (and practical) choice of the weights p; and

Pn+1 used to compute 7, g in (19). This is not straightforward because the scores Sy, ..., Sy, S*
are neither exchangeable nor weighted exchangeable, as they respectively depend on X ¢! ... X<l

and X*. A solution is provided by the following lemma due to Tibshirani et al. [38].

Lemma 1 (from Tibshirani et al. [38]). Let Zi,...,Z, 1 be random variables with joint law f.
For any fized function s and i € [n+1], define V; = s(Z;, Z_;), where Z_; = {Z1,..., Zn+1} \{Zi}.
Assume that Vi, ..., V41 are distinct almost surely. Define also
Zo o(n :if(zala"wzan 1)
pzf(zla"'aszrl) = SSolntl) < Uas) ) Vi € [n+1]7 (15)

ZUES f(za(1)7 SR Za(n—f—l))

10



where S is the set of all permutations of [n + 1|. Then, for any B € (0,1),

P

Vg1 < Q(ﬂ; S ol (Zh. .. Za)oy, +p7]:+1(Zl7---72n+1)5oo)] > p.
i=1

Translating Lemma 1 into a practical method requires evaluating the weights plf defined in (15),
which generally involves a computationally unfeasible sum over an exponential number of permuta-
tions. If the distribution f satisfies a symmetry condition called “weighted exchangeability”, it was
shown by Tibshirani et al. [38] that the expression in (15) simplifies greatly, but this is not helpful
in our case because (X fal, . ,Xﬁal, X*) do not enjoy such a property. Further, it is unclear how
Algorithm 2 may be modified to achieve weighted exchangeability.

Fortunately, our groups satisfy a “leave-one-out exchangeability” property that still enables an
efficient computation of the conformalization weights in (15). Intuitively, the joint distribution of
X fal, . ,X;’Lal, X* is invariant to the reordering of the first n variables.

Proposition 1. Let Doy and Dpiss be subsets of observed and missing matrix entries, respectively,
sampled according to (1). Let X* be a test group sampled according to (3) conditional on Dgyys.
Suppose Xfal, .. .,Xflal are the calibration groups output by Algorithm 2, while Dprune and Dirain
are the corresponding training and pruned observation sets. Then, for any permutation o of [n],

* d *
(X X5 X X) S (XS, Xy XS, X)) | Dprunes Dirain-

The proof of Proposition 1 is in Appendix A4.2. Intuitively, this is established by deriving the
joint distribution of (X fal, ce X,Clal, X*) conditional on Dprune and Dirain. The usefulness of this
result becomes clear in the light of the following specialized version of Lemma 1.

Lemma 2. Let Z,,...,Z,11 be leave-one-out exchangeable random variables, so that there exists
a permutation-invariant function g such that their joint law f can be factorized as

[( 21, Zns1) = g({Z1, ..., Zni1}) -R({Z1, ..o Zn}, Znsr), (16)

for some function h taking as first input an unordered set of n elements. For any fized function
s: R s R and any i € [n+ 1], define V; = s(Z;, Z_;), where Z_; = {Z1,..., Zni1} \ {Z:}.
Assume that Vi, ..., Vy41 are almost-surely distinct. Then, ¥ € (0,1),

P{Vn—H < Q<ﬁ; > pi(Zi,. s Zg1)ov, + puia(Za, - Zn+1)5oo>} > B, (17)
i=1

where

hMZ_;, Z;)
n+1l7 :
Zj:l h(Z*jv Zj)

pi(Z1, oy Zng1) = (18)

The proof of Lemma 2 is in Appendix A4.1. Note that the weights p; in (18) are relatively easy
to compute because they involve a sum over only n + 1 instead of (n + 1)! terms.
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3.4 Characterization of the Conformalization Weights

We now characterize explicitly the conformalization weights needed to apply Lemma 2 to our
problem. The following notation is useful for this purpose.

Denote by Dyps an augmented version of Dgps that also includes the unordered set of indices
corresponding to the test group X* = (X}, X5,..., X}); ie,

ﬁobs = Dops U (UkE[K]{X;}) :

Similarly, let Do and Dgps denote possible realization of Deps and Depg, respectively. Then, for
any i € [n], denote by Dgps; the imaginary set of observations obtained by replacing the indices
corresponding to the calibration group X fal with those corresponding to the test group X*. Further,
let Dops;nt1 = Dobs denote the original observation set. In summary,

D o Dops \ Uke[m{xi’k}, for i € [n],
obs;i *— .
Dgps, fori =n+1,

where x; = (2;1,...,%; k) is a realization of Xl and @, is a realization of X*.

Next, let n¢, . denote the numbers of observations in column ¢ from the sets Dgps. Define also
Nops = Nops — (NG, mod K'), the corresponding numbers of observations remaining in column ¢
after the random pruning step of Algorithm 2. For any ¢ € [n+1], let ¢; denote the column to which
x; belongs; i.e., ¢; == x; 12, Vk € [K], where z; o is the column of the k-th entry in ;. Further, let
Diniss denote a reahzatlon Of Diniss in (2). With slight abuse of notation, we denote the set of missing
indices in column c¢,41 excluding those in the group @,41 as D!\ @py1 = D\ {znp1 b e,
We are now ready to state how Lemma 2 applies in our setting, with an explicit expression for the

conformalization weights in (18).

Lemma 3. Under the setting of Proposition 1, let Zi,...,Zn, Zny1 denote Xfal, .. .,Xflal,X*,
and Vi, ..., Vy, Vog1 represent the corresponding scores Si, ..., Sy, S™ given by (9) and (13), re-
spectively, based on a matriz estimate M computed based on the observations in Dipaim. Then,
Equation (17) from Lemma 2 applies conditional on Diain and Dprune, with weights

pi(wla-'wxmwn+1) OCPw(Dobs:Dobsz : ( Wy, 1 | | x1k>
Cn41 H[Cﬁéanrl] 1
<nobs ) K1 ¢, i ( 9)

n’i
(L) o e
nobs n obs
K ot | | Rl
) ( 2“1”() poi Pobs H K~k
obs_K 70{;: +K

Above, wy. , and wy. have explicit expressions that depend on the weights w* in (3); i.e.,

obs

w*

~% _ Ti,1
Waiy = K ) (20)
* _ * ¥ *
Z(T C Diniss kzl (wmn+1,k wzi,k) + uxi,l
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with

Uy, , = 1[c; # cnta]l [ < K] Z wy, — I [ng < 2K] Z wy. |,

(r,c)€D (r,c)eD " N\, 1y

miss

and, for all k € {2,...,K},

w*

Wy, p = K - K : (21)
( )2)% w;"k,c + k;k w;kfi,k/ - ]I [ci = Cn+1] kgl w;n-}—l,k’
T,C = =

miss

The main challenge in the computation of (19) arises from the term Py, (Dobs = Dobs;i), which
is the probability of observing the matrix entries in Dgps,; and depends on the sampling weights
w in (1). Although this probability cannot be evaluated analytically, it can be approximated with
an efficient algorithm, which makes it possible to compute the conformalization weights in (19) at
cost O(n,n. + nk), as explained in Section 4.

3.5 Finite-Sample Coverage Bounds

The following theorem states formally that Algorithm 1 produces joint confidence regions with
simultaneous coverage for random groups X* sampled according to the model defined in (3). This
result follows by integrating Proposition 1, Lemma 2, and Equation (19).

Theorem 1. Suppose Dyps and Dpiss are sampled according to (1). Let X* be a test group sampled
according to (3) conditional on Deops. Then, for any fized level o € (0,1), the joint confidence region
output by Algorithm 1 satisfies (5) conditional on Dirain, Dprune:

P [MX* € é<X*§MXobsaa> ’ Dtrainapprune >1—a.

Note that the probability in Theorem 1 is taken over the randomness in {X ¢ ... X!} and
X*, while Dirain and Dprune can be considered fixed. Therefore, this result implies the simultaneous
coverage property stated earlier in (5). Further, it is also possible to bound our simultaneous
coverage from above.

Theorem 2. Under the same setting of Theorem 1,

P|Mx- € a(X*;Mxobg,a)} <l-a+E [ rr[lax}pi(Xfal,...,Xflal,X*) , (22)
) 1€n+1

where the conformalization weights p; are given by (19) and the expectations can also be taken
conditional on Dirain and Dprune, as in Theorem 1.

Theorem 2 is proved in Appendix A4.4. A numerical investigation of the expected value on
the right-hand-side of (22), conducted in Appendix A3.2, demonstrates that in practice the upper
bound in (22) converges to 1 — « as n increases. This is consistent with our empirical observations
that Algorithm 1 is not too conservative, as previewed in Figure 1.
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4 Computational Shortcuts and Cost Analysis

4.1 Efficient Evaluation of the Conformalization Weights

We now explain how to efficiently approximate the conformalization weights p; in (19), for all
i € [n+ 1]. The main challenge is to evaluate Py (Dobs = Dobs;i) according to the missingness
model defined in (1). In truth, it suffices to relate this probability, which depends on the index
i € [n+ 1], to Py (Dobs = Dobs), which is constant and can thus be ignored when computing (19).
In this section, we demonstrate that their ratio can be expressed in a much more tractable form,
one whose computational complexity does not increase with the matrix dimensions.

We begin by expressing Py, (Dobs = Dobs) and Py, (Dobs = Dobs;i), for any i € [n + 1], as closed-
form integrals. Let § = Z(r’ €)E Dpniee Wric denote the cumulative weight of all missing indices and,
for any positive scaling parameter h > 0, define ®(7;h) of 7 € (0, 1] as

®(r; h) := horhd—1 H (1 - 'rhw”), d(T;h) :=log ®(7; h). (23)
(Tvc)eDobs

Further, define also d; := Zf:l(wxi,k — Wy, ,,,) forallie[n+1].

Proposition 2. For any fixed nops < nyne, scaling parameter h > 0, and i € [n + 1],

1
IEDw(Z)obs = Dobs;i) = /0 (I)(T; h) : ni(T) dTv (24)

where, for any T € (0,1),

7_hdi 5+ di K 1— Thw1n+1,k

_ k
el 1—7"7%

Note that n,4+1(7) = 1 for all 7 if i = n + 1, and in that case Proposition 2 recovers a classical
result by Wallenius [66]. See the proof of Proposition 2 in Appendix A4.5 for further details.
Furthermore, the function n; in (25) is a product of only K simple functions of 7, and therefore it
is straightforward to evaluate even for large matrices.

Proposition 2 provides the foundation for evaluating the conformalization weights p; in (19).
The remaining difficulty is that (24) has no analytical solution. Fortunately, the function ®(7;h)
satisfies some properties that make it feasible to approximate this integral accurately.

Lemma 4. If h > 1 — 6, the function ®(7;h) defined in (23) has a unique stationary point with
respect to T at some value T, € (0,1). Further, 13, is a global mazimum.

See Figure 2 for a visualization of ®(7;h) and 7;(7;h), in two examples where the sampling
weights w in (1) are independent and uniformly distributed on [0,1]. These results show that
®(7; h) becomes increasingly concentrated around its unique maximum for larger sample sizes, while
7;(7; h) remains relatively smooth (or flat) at that point. Therefore, it makes sense to approximate
this integral through a careful extension of Laplace’s method [40]. This is explained below.

The first step to approximate the integral in (24) with a generalized Laplace method (justified
later Section 4.2), is to modify the integrand in such a way as to move the peak away from the
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Figure 2: Visualization of the centered and re-scaled functions ®(7;h) and n;(7; h), with h chosen
so that ®(7; h) is maximized at 7 = 1/2, for different matrix sizes and numbers of observations.

integration boundary. To this end, define 75, as

T, := arg max ®(7; h), (26)
7€(0,1)

and recall that A > 0 is a parameter that we are free to choose. Therefore, we will tune A in such
a way as to center the peak within the integration domain; that is, we pick a value h such that
T, = 1/2. Fortunately, Lemma 4 tells us that the function ®(7;h) has a unique global maximum
at 7, € (0,1) when h > 1/6, and a suitable value of h > 1/§ such that 7, = 1/2 can be found by
applying the Newton-Raphson iterative algorithm; see Appendix A2.2 for further details.

Having fixed h such that 7, = 1/2, a Laplace approximation can be obtained as follows. The key
intuition is that, as the number of observations grows, the peak of the function ®(7; h) increasingly
dominates the integral. In particular, a second-order Taylor expansion shows that the integral is
primarily determined by the value of n;(7;h) - ®(7;h) at 7 = 73, and by the curvature of log ®(7; h)
at the peak, namely ¢ (74; h). This leads to the following approximation,

=27

P (Dobs = Dobs;i) = 1i(Th; h) - (743 h) T )

~ 77i(7—h; h) : IP)'Lu(ljobs = Dobs)- (27)

As explained below, this approximation becomes very accurate in the large-sample limit, and it
is useful because it allows us to approximate the ratio Py (Dobs = Dobs:i)/Pw(DPobs = Dobs) with
a quantity, n;(7; h), that is straightforward to calculate. For example, if the sampling weights w
in (1) are uniformly constant, n;(7;h) =1 for all i € [n+ 1] and any 7 € (0, 1).

By combining (27) with (19), it follows that, for each i € [n + 1], the conformalization weight
p; can be approximately rewritten in the large-sample limit as

PilX1, ..., Tn, Tyt
pi(wh s 7wn7wn+1) ~ n+21( _ : hedithead i ) ) (28)
Zj:l pj(mlw"?'mnaanrl)
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with the un-normalized weight p; given by:

Pi(T1;s -+ Ty Trr1) = 1i(Th) < Wy, 1H xm)

(n) (50) Heenl (29)

. Cn 7Ci
nobs nob;1 H 7/LObS k
n 7cn
ENE SR=t R
Tlobs — & Mone -+ K

Mobs

This finally makes Algorithm 1 practical because evaluating p; in (29) only involves simple arith-
metic operations and can be carried out very efficiently, as explained in Section 4.3.

4.2 Consistency of the Generalized Laplace Approximation

It is important to emphasize that our approximation in (27) is not obtained from a standard appli-
cation of the Laplace method, since the latter is typically restricted to handling integrals of simpler
functions; see Appendix Al.4. Yet, the Taylor approximation ideas underlying the Laplace method
are versatile enough to be extended to our setting, as demonstrated by the following theorem. This
novel result provides a rigorous justification for the generalized Laplace approximation in (27). For
simplicity, but without much loss of generality, this theorem relies on some additional technical
assumptions, which will be justified in our context towards the end of this section. This result is
presented informally here for simplicity, but a formal statement can be found in Appendix A4.6,
along with its proof.

Theorem 3 (Informal statement of Theorem A4). Let {v;};°, denote a sequence of i.i.d. random
variables from some distribution F' supported on (0,1), and {x;}5°, a sequence of independent

Bernoulli random variables, with x; ~ Bernoulli(v;). Define §p, = > 0% (1 — z)v; and let
Oy (7) = B S ] ] (1 - T’lm”i)% : (30)
i=1

where hp, is such that 7, 1= argmax, c(o 1) Pm(7) = 1/2. Define also ¢ (7) = log @, (7). Then,
for a sequence of functions fy, bounded away from 0 and satisfying certain smoothness conditions,
lim fol fon(T) @ (7) dT
72 fon (Th) - P (Th) /=27 /d7,(1/2)

=1 almost surely. (31)

To relate this result to the Laplace approximations described in Section 4.1, let us compare the
function ®(7;h) in (23) with the function ®,,(7) in (30). Given a mapping from the sequence to
the matrix entries o : [n,yn.] — [n,] x [n.], we can express ®(7;h) as:

NrNe

®(r; h) = horhd! H <1 _ Thwm> — perho-1 H <1 _ Thwa(i)>]1{0'(’i)€Dobs}‘ (32)
i=1

(T7C) EDobs

Therefore, the discrepancy between ®(7;h) and ®,, ., (7) can be traced to the different sampling
models describing the distributions of our matrix observations and the z; variables in Theorem 3.
In Theorem 3, the observations follow independent Bernoulli distributions, whereas the matrix

16



entries in our model (3) are sampled without replacement. These views can be reconciled as follows.
Sampling without replacement is a natural modelling choice for the simultaneous inference problem
studied in this paper, but it would make the proof of Theorem A4 too complicated. Nevertheless,
these two models are qualitatively consistent. Suppose the sampling weights w in (1) are constant;
then, in that special case our model corresponds to that of Theorem 3 with v; = v, for some
constant v € (0, 1), after conditioning on the observed number of entries ngps.

4.3 Computational Complexity

The SCMC method described in this paper can be implemented efficiently and is able to handle
completion tasks involving large matrices. Its practicality is demonstrated in this section, which
summarizes the results of an analysis of the computational complexity of different components of
Algorithm 1. We refer to Appendix A2.3 for the details behind this analysis and an explanation of
the underling computational shortcuts with which all redundant operations are streamlined.

In summary, the cost of producing a joint confidence region for a test group X* of size K using
Algorithm 1 is O(T +nyn.+n(K +logn)), where T' denotes the fixed cost of training the black-box
matrix completion model based on Mx_, and n is the number of calibration groups. Further, it
is possible to recycle redundant calculations when constructing simultaneous confidence regions for
m distinct test groups X *, as explained in Appendix A2.3. Therefore, the overall cost of obtaining
m distinct confidence regions for m different groups is only O(T + n,n. + n(mK + logn)). See
Table 1 for a summary of these results.

Table 1: Computational analysis of different components of SCMC.

Module Cost for one test group Cost for m test groups

Overall (Algorithm 1)  O(T + nyn. +n(K +1logn)) O(T + nyn. +n(mK + logn))
Algorithm 2 O(neny +nK) O(neny +nK)

5 Empirical Demonstrations

We apply SCMC to simulated and real data, comparing its performance to those of the unadjusted
and Bonferroni baselines. This section is organized as follows. Section 5.1 describes experiments
based on simulated data, with Section 5.1.1 focusing on (known) uniform sampling weights, and
Section 5.1.2 allowing the sampling weights for the observed data to be heterogeneous (although
still known exactly). Section 5.2 describes more realistic experiments involving the MovieLens data,
considering estimated sampling weights. The results of additional experiments are presented in the
Appendices. Appendix A3.1 describes experiments with synthetic data involving heterogeneous
test weights. Appendix A3.2 investigates the tightness of the theoretical coverage upper bounds
derived in Section 3.5.
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5.1 Numerical Experiments with Synthetic Data
5.1.1 Uniform Sampling Weights

We begin with a simple scenario in which the observation pattern in (3) is completely random
and the test weights in (4) are uniform: wy. = wy, = 1 for all (r,¢) € [n,] X [n.]. A matrix M
with n, = 200 rows and n. = 200 columns is generated based on a “signal plus noise” model that
exhibits both a low-rank structure and column-wise dependencies. (For example, in the Netflix
data set, users may tend to agree on the quality of certain movies, leading to positive dependency
among the columns of the rating matrix.) This design is motivated by the intuition that column-
wise dependencies make our simultaneous inference task especially challenging, helping us better
understand the settings under which our method brings larger practical advantages relative to the
baselines.

The ground truth matrix M is obtained as M = 0.5- M + 0.5 - N, where M € R" X" is
low-rank while N € R %" is a noise matrix exhibiting column-wise dependencies whose strength
can be tuned as a control parameter, as detailed below.

1. M € R_"TX”C is given by a random factorization model with rank | = 5; i.e., M=UWV)T,

where U = (Uy.¢)rein,,cciy and V' = (Vs o) rgin.) ey are such that

Ur,c 1}\51 N(Oa 1)7 ‘/r’,c’ 1;\51 N(Ov 1) (33)
2. N=0.1-€+0.9-1€", where 1 € R™*! is a vector of ones, € € R" *" has i.i.d. standard
normal components, and € € R™*! is such that, for all ¢ € [n.],
~ iid.
for suitable parameters v € (0,1) and g € R. Thus, 1€' € R™*" has constant columns,
and larger values of © € R result in stronger column-wise dependencies compared to the

background i.i.d. noise described by the matrix €. In the following, the value of u is varied
as a control parameter, while we fix v = «/2.

For a given ground truth matrix M generated as described above, we observe ngns = 8000
entries, randomly sampled according to model defined in (1) with w, . = 1 for all (7, ¢) € [n,] X [n.].
Let Dyps denote the unordered collection of these observed indices. Then, 100 test groups X*
of size K, where K > 2 is a control parameter, are sampled without replacement from Dy =
[n:] X [ne] \ Dops, according to the model defined in (3) with wy . = 1 for all (r,¢) € Diss.

The simultaneous confidence region for a test group X* is constructed by applying Algorithm 1
with n = min{1000, [{ps/2]} calibration groups, where &b, defined in (12), denotes the maximum
possible number of such groups. Note that the matrix algorithm leveraged by our method can thus
be trained using nityain = Nobs — K observed entries of M, indexed by Dirain-

While SCMC can leverage any matrix completion algorithm producing point predictions, here
we employ the alternating least squares approach of Hu, Koren, and Volinsky [75], which is designed
to recover low-rank signals. For simplicity, we apply this algorithm with an hypothesized rank of 5,
which matches the true rank of M. It is worth repeating, however, that the validity of the SCMC
confidence regions is independent of both the true M and the matrix completion model.

18



Our method is compared to the two baselines introduced in Section 1.2. Recall that the first
one is a naive unadjusted heuristic that ignores the multiple testing aspect of our simultaneous
inference problem and essentially applies Algorithm 1 with K = 1 repeatedly for every individual
entry in X*. This ensures valid coverage for each entry in X* separately, but does not guarantee
simultaneous coverage for groups with K > 2. By contrast, the second Bonferroni baseline relies
on a crude and overly conservative multiple testing adjustment to achieve simultaneous coverage,
essentially applying Algorithm 1 with K =1 at level a/K instead of o. Both baseline approaches
are applied using the same matrix completion model leveraged by our method, and their predictions
are calibrated using a calibration set containing Kn observed matrix entries.

u: 0 u: 15 u: 30
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Figure 3: Performance of SCMC and two baselines on simulated data, as a function of the group
size K and of the column-wise noise parameter x. The nominal coverage level is 90%.

Figure 3 summarizes the results of these experiments as a function of K and for different values
of the noise parameter . Each method is assessed in terms of the average width of the output
confidence regions, at level a« = 10%, and of the empirical simultaneous coverage for the 100 test
groups. All results are averaged over 300 independent experiments. Our method always achieves
the desired 90% simultaneous coverage, as predicted by the theory, while the unadjusted baseline
becomes increasingly anti-conservative for larger values of K. Further, our method leads to more
informative confidence regions compared to the Bonferroni baseline, which becomes increasingly
conservative with larger values of K and u. See Figure A10 in Appendix A3 for a different view of
these results, highlighting the behavior of all methods as a function of u, for different values of K.

5.1.2 Heterogeneous Sampling Weights

Moving beyond the setting of data missing completely at random, we now consider similar experi-
ments in which the sampling weights w of the observation model (3) are heterogeneous, while the
matrix M has a simple low-rank structure. In particular, M is generated according to the random
factorization model defined in (33), so that M = U (V)" with rank [ = 8 and n. = n, = 400. The
sampling weights w are chosen such as to introduce an interesting spatial missingness pattern, with
some rows and columns being more densely observed than others. Precisely, we set

wye = (np(c—1)+1)°, Vr € [ng], ¢ € [n, (35)
where s > 0 controls the degree of heterogeneity. If s = 0, the missingness is uniform, whereas

larger values of s result in columns with higher indices to be more densely observed.
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Based on this model, we randomly sample without replacement no,s = 48,000 matrix entries
(from a total of 160,000) and then apply Algorithm 1 similarly to the previous section, using n =
min{2000, |&ps/2]} calibration groups and allocating the remaining nyain = nobs — K n observations
to train the matrix completion model. For the latter, we rely on the same alternating least squares
algorithm [75] as in the previous section, with hypothesized rank 8. The two baseline approaches
are also applied similarly, following an approach analogous to that described in Section 5.1.1.

All methods are evaluated on a test set of 100 test groups sampled without replacement accord-
ing to the model defined in (3), with uniform weights wy . = 1 for all (r,c) € [400] x [400]. The «
level is 10%. All results are averaged over 300 independent experiments.
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Figure 4: Performance of SCMC and two baselines on simulated data with a heterogeneous ob-
servation pattern whose strength is controlled by a scale parameter s > 0. The results are shown
separately for different group sizes K. Other details are as in Figure 3.

Figure 4 reports on the results of these experiments as a function of the parameter s in (35), for
different values of K. As predicted by the theory, our method always achieves valid simultaneous
coverage, unlike the unadjusted baseline. Further, our method produces relatively informative
confidence regions compared to the Bonferroni approach, as the latter becomes more conservative
for larger values of s. This can be understood as follows. As the matrix completion model naturally
finds it easier to recover more accurately the missing entries belonging to more densely observed
columns, the heterogeneous sampling model tends to introduce spatial dependencies in the residual
matrix M — M. These dependencies, which intuitively become stronger for larger values of s,
make our simultaneous inference task intrinsically more challenging, resulting in wider confidence
regions for all methods, but have a disproportionate adverse effect on the Bonferroni approach
(which implicitly but incorrectly assumes the miscoverage events corresponding to different entries
to be mutually independent). See Figure A1l in Appendix A3 for a different view of these results,
highlighting the behavior of all methods as a function of K, for different values of s.

5.2 Numerical Experiments with MovieLens Data

We now apply our method to the MovieLens 100K [37] data and compare its performance to those
of the unadjusted and Bonferroni baselines. This data set contains 100,000 ratings (on a scale from
1 to 5) provided by 943 users for 1682 movies. Therefore, approximately 94% of all possible ratings
are missing. To reduce the memory requirements of the matrix completion algorithm utilized to
compute M, we reduce the matrix size by half, focusing on a smaller rating matrix M € R800x1000,
corresponding to a random subset of 800 users and 1000 movies.
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As usual, we denote the set of indices for the observed matrix entries as Dy and its complement
as Dpiss = [800] x [1000] \ Dyps. Since the true sampling weights w are unknown in this application,
we compute estimated weights w with a data-driven approach inspired by Gui, Barber, and Ma
[35], as described in Appendix A2.4. Algorithm 1 is then applied with w instead of w, to construct
simultaneous confidence regions for the unobserved ratings of 100 random test groups X*. We
utilize n = min{1000, [&,pns/2] } calibration groups and vary the group size K as a control parameter.
The test groups are randomly sampled without replacement from Dyes according to the model
defined in (3), with uniform weights w*. The matrix completion algorithm is trained as described
in the previous sections, applying the alternating least squares approach of Hu, Koren, and Volinsky
[75] based on Nrain = Nobs — K observations. The hypothesized rank of M utilized by this model
to obtain M is varied as an additional control parameter. As before, the baseline approaches are
also applied based on the same matrix completion model, to facilitate the comparison with our
method.

Figure 1, previewed earlier in Section 1.2, reports on the results of these experiments as a func-
tion of the group size K and of the hypothesized rank utilized by the matrix completion model.
The confidence regions are assessed based on their average width alone, since it is impossible to
measure the empirical coverage given that the ground truth is unknown. The results show that
SCMC produces more informative (narrower) confidence regions compared to the Bonferroni ap-
proach, consistently with the results of our previous experiments based on synthetic data. Figure 1
displays only the performance of the Bonferroni baseline because the unadjusted baseline is not
intended to provide valid simultaneous coverage, making it less suitable for comparisons lacking a
verifiable ground truth. Nevertheless, Figure A12 in Appendix A3.5 includes a comparison with
both baselines, demonstrating that our simultaneous confidence regions are not much wider than
those produced by the unadjusted baseline. Further, our method’s higher reliability compared to
the unadjusted baseline is supported by the following additional experiments, conducted using the
same data but under a more artificial setting in which the ground truth is known.

To evaluate the coverage on the MovieLens data, we carry out similar but more closely controlled
experiments in which the test groups are drawn not from Dyyss (for which the ground truth is
unknown) but from a hold-out subset Dy, containing 20% of the observed matrix indices in
Dops. Algorithm 1 is then applied to construct confidence regions for the unobserved ratings of 100
random test groups X* sampled from Dyoyt, proceeding as described before but utilizing only the
observed data in Dops \ Dhoys instead of Dgps.

Since the estimation of w acknowledges the existence of an unobserved set of entries Dy, in
this setting our method is essentially aiming to achieve simultaneous coverage for test groups X*
sampled from Dyyiss \ Phout instead of Dyoyt. Of course, we can only evaluate the empirical coverage
for test groups sampled from Dyoyt, and this is why these experiments are useful to understand the
robustness of our inferences to possible distribution shifts between Dypiss \ Phout and Dhout-

Figure 5 compares the performances of each method under this hybrid setting, focusing on test
groups sampled from the hold-out data in Dyqyt. These results are reported as a function of K,
for different values of the hypothesized rank in the matrix completion model. Consistently with
the previous results, our method leads to more informative inferences compared to the Bonferroni
approach, and it nearly achieves the desired 90% simultaneous coverage for the test groups sampled
from Dyout, even though in theory one would only expect it to have valid coverage on average over all
test groups sampled from Diyiss \ Dhous. The nearly valid coverage also demonstrates the robustness
of our method towards possible misspecification of the sampling weights.
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Figure 5: Performance of SCMC and two baselines on the MovieLens data set. These confidence
regions are evaluated on a subset of hold-out observations, for which the ground truth is known,
but they are calibrated to achieve valid simultaneous coverage on average over all latent matrix
entries. Other details are as in Figure 1.

6 Discussion

This paper introduces a principled and effective method for simultaneous conformal inference in
matrix completion. Although primarily motivated by the challenges of uncertainty estimation for
group recommender systems, our approach is sufficiently modular and flexible to be potentially
relevant beyond our initial focus. In particular, the core idea of leveraging a structured calibration
set to approximately replicate the patterns expected at test time could be adapted to obtain joint
inferences beyond the task of predicting multiple user ratings for the same product. Moreover,
our newly introduced notion of leave-one-out exchangeability and the related conformalization
techniques extend the existing framework for conformal inference under covariate shift proposed by
Tibshirani et al. [38] and these advances may be useful in other applications of conformal inference.

A related direction for future research may involve extending our method to accommodate the
jackknife+ framework of Barber et al. [76]. The data-splitting approach adopted in this paper may
not be fully satisfactory in situations where the observations are very limited. In fact, a scarcity
of training data may result in less accurate point estimates, thereby reducing the informativeness
of our inferences, and a scarcity of calibration data generally leads to more unstable outputs. In
contrast, cross-validation can make a more efficient use of the limited data, although at the price
of increased theoretical challenges and more expensive computations.

Software Availability

A software package implementing the methods and numerical experiments described in this paper
is available at https://github.com/Ziyiliang/simultaneous-matrix-completion.
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A1 Additional Technical Background

A1.1 Review of Individual-Level Conformalized Matrix Completion

This section reviews the conformalized matriz completion method proposed by Gui, Barber, and
Ma [35], which is designed to produce confidence intervals for one missing entry at a time.

The setup of Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] is similar to ours as they also treat M as fixed and
assume the randomness in the matrix completion problem comes from the observation process or,
equivalently, the missingness mechanism. However, their modeling choices do not match exactly
with ours. Specifically, they assume that each matrix entry in row r and column c is independently
observed with some (known) probability p, ., which roughly corresponds to our sampling weights
Wy in (1); i.e., Dops := {(7,¢) € [ny] X [nc] : Z; o = 1}, where

Zyc =1|[(r,c) is observed] nd Bernoulli(py..), Y(r, c) € [ng] X [ng]. (A36)

Therefore, the total number of observed entries is a random variable in Gui, Barber, and Ma [35],
whereas we can allow ngps to be fixed within the sampling without replacement model defined
in (1). As shown in this paper, our modeling choice is natural when aiming to construct group-level
simultaneous inferences. The model assumed by Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] also differs from ours in
its requirement that all sampling weights must be strictly positive; p, . > 0 for all (r,¢) € [n,] X [n]
in (A36). Further, the approach of Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] differs from ours in that they assume
the missing matrix index of interest, namely Z* € [n,]| X [n.], to be sampled uniformly at random
from Dpiss, that is, Z* ~ Uniform(Dpiss), where Dpiss := [nr] X [ne] \ Dobs. By contrast, our
sampling model for the test groups, defined in (3), can accommodate heterogeneous weights w*.

The method proposed by Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] constructs conformal confidence intervals for
individual missing entries as follows. First, Dons = {(7, ¢) € [n,] X [n¢] : Z; . = 1} is partitioned into
a training set Dy and a disjoint calibration set D, by randomly sampling th ~ Bernoulli(q)
independently for all (r,¢) € [n,] X [n¢], for some fixed parameter ¢ € (0, 1), and then defining

Dirain == {(r,¢) € Dops : Zr,c =1}, Deal == {(r,¢) € Dops : Zr,c = 0}. (A37)

Similar to us, Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] utilize Dyyain to compute M , leveraging any black-box
algorithm, and then evaluate conformity scores on the calibration data as explained below.

Let C(-, T, M ) denote a pre-specified prediction rule for a single matrix entry, which should be
monotonically increasing in the tuning parameter 7 € [0, 1] as explained in Section 3.1; for example,
this could correspond to the prediction rule defined in (8) in the special case of K = 1. For any
I € [n,] x [n], let S; = S(I;) denote the conformity score corresponding to C(-, T, M\), as in (9).
Imagining that the calibration set contains the indices of n matrix entries—Dc, = {Z1,...,Z,}—
the method of Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] evaluates S; = S(I;) for all 7 € [n] and then calibrates the
tuning parameter 7 by computing

n
s —@<1 > +pz;favaoo>7 (A38)

i=1
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where the conformalization weights p%ndiv are given by
Ry, 1—pr
L Ry = bl 11

indiv
PR L) = = :
% ( ) s An+ ) Z?—H RIJ-’ DI, )

(A39)

for all ¢ € [n+ 1], with the convention that I,,41 = I*. Finally, the confidence interval for the latent
value of M at index I* is given by:

CMV(T* Mp,,,, 0) = C(T*, 705 M). (A40)

a,l

The following result establishes that the confidence intervals defined in (A40) have guaranteed
marginal coverage at level 1 — a.

Proposition A3 (from Gui, Barber, and Ma [35]). Suppose Dobs is sampled according to (A36)
and T* ~ Uniform(Dyiss). Then, for any a € (0,1), C™W(T*; Mp,, ,«) in (A40) satisfies

P|[Mz. € € (T*; Mp,,.,0) | Dyan| > 1~ a.

Proof. This result follows directly from the proof of Theorem 3.2 in Gui, Barber, and Ma [35].
Alternatively, the following proof can be obtained by applying our Lemma 2. Conditioning on n,
such that Dey = {Z1,...,Z,}, note that the joint distribution of Zy,...,Z,,Z* trivially satisfies the
leave-one-out exchangeability condition defined in Lemma 2. Specifically, let I1,..., I, I+ be a
realization of 7y, ...,Z,,Z%, so that D¢, = {I1,...,I,} is a realization of D, sampled according
to (A37). Then,

P(Il =nh,...,I,= ImI* = In—i—l ‘ Dirains ’Dobs‘ = Nobs, ‘Dcal‘ = n)
= IP)(’Dcexl = DcalaI* = In+1 ‘ Dirains ‘Dobs‘ = Nobs, |Dcal| = n)

p )
:g<Dca1U{In+1}>' H 1 e s
- pr,c
(T7c)€Dcal

where the second equality follows from Lemma 3.1 in Gui, Barber, and Ma [35], for a suitable
function ¢ that is invariant to any permutation of its input. Further, it follows that

P(Il =h,....I, = ImI* = In+1 ‘ Dirains ’DObS‘ = Nobs, ‘Dcal‘ = n)

Dr, 1—pr,
= Q(DcaIU{In+1})' H 1_7“0 . +1
L (T,C)GDC31U{1n+1} pT,C_ p[n+1

p )
= 9(Dear U {In41}) - 11 —“— - R,

1—
(T,C)EDCa1U{1n+1} pT‘,C-

with Rp,,, defined as in (A39). This proves that Z;,...,Z,,7" are leave-one-out exchangeable
random variables by the definition in (16), with A(Dcal, Int+1) = Ry,.,. Therefore, the coverage
guarantee of Proposition A3 follows directly from Lemma 2. O
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A1l.2 Limitations of the Unadjusted and Bonferroni Baselines

It is not easy to construct informative simultaneous confidence regions satisfying (5) and, to the
best of our knowledge, there are no satisfactory alternatives to the method proposed in this paper.
In fact, standard conformal methods are designed to deal with one test point at a time, and directly
aggregating separate prediction intervals into a joint confidence region is neither precise nor efficient
in our context, as explained in more detail below.

Recall that the conformalized matrix completion method of Gui, Barber, and Ma [35], reviewed
in Appendix Al.1, is designed to construct a confidence interval aindi"(Xf s Mx_, ., o) for one
missing entry at a time, denoted as X7, such that

P[My; € C"V(X}; Mx,,.,a)] >1—a (A41)
under a suitable sampling model for X,,s and X}. The model for X.,s and X} considered by
Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] is different from ours, as they treat nops as random, rely on independent
Bernoulli observations instead of sampling without replacement, and do not consider the possibility
that the sampling weights w™* in (3) may be non-uniform. However, a similar idea can be adapted to
construct confidence intervals aindi"(X 13 Mx,, ., «) for a single matrix entry X{ under our sampling
model (1)—(3), as explained in Appendix A1.3. In any case, regardless of these modeling details,
the limitations of the baseline approaches within our simultaneous inference context can already
be understood as follows.

If the goal is to make joint predictions for a group of K matrix entries, concatenating individual-
level predictions clearly does not guarantee simultaneous coverage in the sense of (5), as the errors
across different coordinates tend to accumulate. This may be seen as an instance of the prototypical
multiple testing problem. The unadjusted baseline approach essentially computes:

CUI(X 5 M,y ) i= (P (X]5 M,y ), o OPY (X Mix0)) . (A42)

obs?
As demonstrated by Figure 5 and other synthetic experiments in Section 5.1, this approach often
leads to low simultaneous coverage.

Figure 1 previewed the performance of a second baseline approach that relies on a simple but
inefficient Bonferroni correction to approximately ensure simultaneous coverage. Intuitively, this
tries to (conservatively) account for the multiplicity of the problem by applying (A42) at level a/ K
instead of «, computing

CB (X* My, o) = (éindiv (Xf; Mx,, %) ..., ey (X;;; Mx,, %)) . (A43)
Although a Bonferroni correction may seem reasonable at first sight, it is still unsatisfactory for
at least two reasons. Firstly, it is not rigorous because we know the K missing entries indexed
by X* must belong to the same column, but this constraint cannot be easily taken into account
by individual-level predictions. Secondly, and even more crucially, the Bonferroni correction tends
to be overly conservative in practice because the coverage events M x; € éindiV(X nMx,, )
for different values of k € [K]| are mutually dependent, since they are all affected by the same
observations X 5. These dependencies, however, are potentially very complex.
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A1.3 Implementation Details for the Baselines

To facilitate the empirical comparison with our method, which relies on the sampling model for
Xobs and X™* defined (1)—(3), in this paper we apply the unadjusted and Bonferroni baseline
approaches described in Appendix A1.2 based on individual-level conformal prediction intervals
Cmdv ohtained as follows. Instead of directly applying the conformalized matrix completion method
of Gui, Barber, and Ma [35], we repeatedly apply our own method separately for each element X}
in X* = (X7,X5,...,X}), imagining each time that we are dealing with a trivial group of size 1.
This provides us with individual-level prediction intervals Cindiv that are similar in spirit to those
of Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] but whose construction more faithfully mirrors the sampling model
assumed in this paper (although they still ignore the constraint that all elements of X* must belong
to the same column). In summary, the implementation of the unadjusted and Bonferroni baseline
approaches applied in this paper is outlined by Algorithms A3 and A4, respectively.

Algorithm A3 Unadjusted confidence region for multiple missing matrix entries

1: Input: partially observed matrix Mx , , with unordered list of observed indices Dgps;
2 test group X *; nominal coverage level a € (0, 1);

3 any matrix completion algorithm producing point estimates;

4 any prediction rule C satisfying (6) and (7);

5: desired number n of calibration entries.

6: Apply Algorithm 2 with group size K =1 to obtain Dirain; Deal;

7: Compute a point estimate M, looking only the observations in Dyain.

8: Compute the conformity scores S;, for all i € [n], with Equation (9).

9: for all k£ € [K] do

10:  Compute 7,1 in (10), based on the weights p; given by (19) with @, 1 = X}/ in Section 3.4.
11:  Compute aindiV(X,j; Mx , )= CA:'(X;;; Mx

12: end for

13: Qutput: Joint confidence region éU“adj(X * Mx

be bes @) given by (11).

a) given by Equation (A42).

obs?

Algorithm A4 Bonferroni-style confidence region for multiple missing matrix entries

1: Input: partially observed matrix Mx_, _, with unordered list of observed indices Dgps;
2 test group X *; nominal coverage level a € (0, 1);

3 any matrix completion algorithm producing point estimates;

4 any prediction rule C satisfying (6) and (7);

5: desired number n of calibration entries.

6: Apply Algorithm 2 with group size K = 1 to obtain Diyain, Deal;

7. Compute a point estimate M , looking only the observations in Diyain-

8: Compute the conformity scores S;, for all i € [n], with Equation (9).

9: for all k € [K] do

10:  Compute 72 ; in (10), based on the weights p; given by (19) with &, 11 = X} in Section 3.4.
11:  Compute aindi"(X,’:;Mxobs, %)= CA’(X,;“;MXO]OS, %) given by (11).

12: end for

13: Output: Joint confidence region éBonf(X * Mx,, ., ) given by Equation (A43).
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Al1.4 Review of the Classical Laplace Method

This section provides a concise review of the classical version of Laplace’s method, as detailed for
example in Butler [77]. This method is a powerful tool for approximating analytically intractable
integrals of the form f: e @ b (x)dz, where the function f is sufficiently well-behaved and smooth,
with a unique global maximum at an interior point xg € (a,b), the function h is positive and does
not vary significantly near xg, and n is a relatively large constant. The method hinges on the
principle that this integral’s value is predominantly determined by a small region around the point
where f achieves its maximum. This idea is explained in more detail and motivated precisely below.

Let f(z) be a twice continuously differentiable function on an interval (a,b), and assume there
exists a unique global maximum at an interior point xg € (a,b), such that f(zo) = max,e(qp) f(*)
and f”(xzo) < 0. Suppose h is a function that varies slowly around xy and is such that h(z) > 0 for
all z € (a,b). Then, Laplace’s approximation involves replacing the integral [ h(z)e™ ®)dz with

b 27
/a e h(z)dz ~ e h(z0)4 ey TP (A44)

A standard mathematical justification for this approximation starts by proving that, under suitable
technical assumptions on f and h in the spirit of the intuitive conditions outlined above,

b nf(z)p
lim J.e () dj =1. (A15)
enf(z0) h(x) n(—f"(0))

The classical proof of (A45) consists of three high-level steps:

1. Local second-order approximation: Approximate f(x) near z( using a second-order
Taylor expansion: f(z) &~ f(zq) + 5" (z0)(z — z0)>.

2. Integral transformation: Standardize the quadratic term in the integral to apply results
from Gaussian integral analysis.

3. Asymptotic evaluation: Assess the integral in the standardized coordinates to achieve the
asymptotic equivalence in (A45).

The proof of Theorem A4, presented in Appendix A4.6, follows a similar high-level strategy,
although its details are significantly more involved due to the fact that our integral of interest
in (24) cannot be directly written as fab e™f (@) h(z) dx for some functions f, g.

A2 Additional Methodological Details

A2.1 Practical Computation of the Conformity Scores
As detailed in Section 3.1, our method allows flexibility in the choice of the prediction rule C, which

uniquely determines the conformity scores. In this section, we explore three practical options for
the prediction rules and their respective conformity scores.
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A2.1.1 Hyper-Cubic Confidence Regions

An intuitive prediction rule, introduced in Section 3.1, is:

C(QE*,T,M)—<Z/\ZII:|: L VA — )

1—7 KT 1—1

with the parameter 7 taking value in [0,1]. Note that this rule leads to hyper-cubic confidence
regions, with constant widths for all users in a group.

The conformity scores corresponding to this rule can be written explicitly, for any i € [n], as:
|MX;:7&11 - MX;'iall| ’MX;% — MX;;}L’ ’
— e —

S; = max

Remark. The function z — z/(1 + z) is an strictly increasing function on x > 0. Therefore,
we can equivalently define the prediction set as the following. Let

and define the alternate confidence set as
C’(m*,ﬂﬁ) = (]/\ixf iT,...,Mm;{ :I:T),
with 7 taking value in [0, +00). The expression in (A46) is more closely related to the typical

notation in the conformal inference literature; e.g., see Lei et al. [5].

A2.1.2 Hyper-Rectangular Confidence Regions

An alternative type of prediction rule, yielding intervals of varying lengths for different users,
involves scaling the hyper-cube defined in (A2.1.1). This modification may be particularly useful in
applications involving count data with wide ranges, where the variance may be expected to increase
in proportion to the observed values. We define this linearly-scaled prediction rule as

C(a*,7. M) = (My; + [ Mo |7, ..., My, + M |7). (A47)
which leads to confidence regions in the shape of a hyper-rectangle. The corresponding scores are:

\M\X;all - MX;&H ‘M\Xﬁl{ - ng’i}g\

geeey

S; = max

= =
’Mxicgl‘ |MXZ.031<|

A2.1.3 Hyper-Spherical Confidence Regions

The prediction rules described above all result in confidence regions with a hyper-rectangular shape.
Alternatively, one can construct a confidence region with a hyper-spherical shape using the following
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prediction rule, where || - ||2 represents the Euclidean norm:
C(z*,r, M) = {m ERX: & — Myeall2 < T} . (A48)
The corresponding conformity scores are
S; = inf{T eER: ||MX1¢31 - foang < T} = ||MXfal - J/\Ixfang.

Note that replacing the Euclidean norm with the max norm in (A48) recovers the hyper-cubic the
prediction rule.

The concept of a hyper-spherical confidence region is quite rare in the conformal inference
literature, where the majority of existing methods focus on constructing confidence sets for a single
test point individually. However, when aiming to provide simultaneous coverage for multiple entries,
it becomes possible to develop confidence regions of varying geometric shapes.

A2.2 Efficient Evaluation of the Conformalization Weights

We discuss in more detail here the choice of scaling parameter h for the function ®(7;h) defined in
Equation (23) (Section 4.1). This free parameter controls the location of 7, = arg max ¢ 1y ®(7; h).
Since our Laplace approximation hinges on 75, being not too close to the integration boundary, an
intuitive and effective choice is to set h so that 7, = 1/2; e.g., see Fog [78]. We explain below how
to achieve this using the Newton-Raphson algorithm.

Recall Lemma 4, which tells us that the function ®(7;h) has a unique stationary point with
respect to T at some value 73, € (0, 1), and that this stationary point is a global maximum. Therefore,
since the function ®(7;h) is smooth, the Newton-Raphson algorithm can be applied as follows to
find a value of h > 0 such that 7, = 1/2. Define

. d)/(%; h’) 1 Wy c
dh) === =0 0= Y G
(T’C)eDobs
and note that this function is monotonically increasing in h. Then it suffices to find A such that
z(h) = 0. Note that z(h) is smooth, and 2'(h) > 0, 2”(h) < 0 for h € [1/§,00). It is also clear that
the solution of z(h) = 0 must be greater than 1/§. Further, z(h) has a unique root in the interval
[1/0,00) because z(1/9) < 0 and limp_,~ 2(h) = > 0.

Thus, it follows from Theorem 2.2 in Atkinson [79] that the Newton-Raphson algorithm will
converge to the root 7, quadratically, for any starting point within the interval [1/§, c0). In practice,
one can choose 1/§ as the starting point.

The time complexity of the Newton-Raphson iteration depends on the desired precision level.
If the tolerable error is a predetermined small constant, the iteration terminates after a constant
number of updates due to quadratic convergence. Evaluating z(h) and 2’(h) at any given h requires
O(nops). Hence, solving z(h) = 0 takes O(neps)-
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A2.3 Computational Shortcuts and Complexity Analysis
A2.3.1 Evaluation of the Conformalization Weights

Evaluating the simplified weights p; in (29) only involves arithmetic operations and can be carried
out for all i € [n+ 1] at a total computational cost roughly of order O(n,n.+ nK). To understand
this, first note that computing 7;(7;,) defined in (25), for all i € [n + 1] with any given 7, and h,
has cost O(nK); and finding the correct value of 7, and h according to (26) has cost O(neps), or
equivalently no worse than O(n,n.), as explained in Section A2.2.

Next, evaluating wy, , -...-wj, . foralli € [n+1] has cost O(n,n.+nk), because the constant
2 (.)€ Dyyee Wrie it the denominators of (20) and (21) can be pre-computed at cost O(nync), while
the remaining terms in (20) and (21) can be evaluated at cost O(K) separately for each i € [n+1].

The cost of evaluating the term within the square brackets in (29) for all i € [n+1] is O(n,+nkK).
This is achieved by pre-computing factorials up to n, since ng, . is upper-bounded by n, for any
¢ € [ne]. Then for each ¢ € [n 4 1], computing binomial coefficients, given the pre-computed
factorials, takes constant time, and the remaining term in the brackets requires O(K). Putting
everything together, the conformalization weights in (29) has cost O(n, + nK) for all i € [n 4 1].

A2.3.2 Cost Analysis of Algorithm 1

Analysis for a single test group. The cost of computing a confidence region for a single test
group is O(T + nyn. + n(K + logn)), as shown below.

e Training the black-box matrix completion model has cost O(T).

After the black-box model is trained, the cost of computing scores S; for all i € [n] is O(nK).

The cost of computing p; for all i € [n + 1] is O(n,n. + nkK), as explained in Section A2.3.1.

After the conformalization weights are computed, the cost of computing 7, x is O(nlogn).
This is because sorting the scores S; for all ¢ € [n] has a worst-time cost of O(nlogn), while
it takes O(n) to find the weighted quantile based on p; and the sorted scores.

Therefore, the overall cost is O(T + n,n. + n(K + logn)).

Analysis for m distinct test groups. The cost of computing confidence regions for m distinct
test groups is O(T + nyn. + n(logn + mK)), as shown below.

e Training the black-box matrix completion model has cost O(T'), since the model only needs
to be trained once.

e The cost of computing conformity scores S; for all i € [n] is O(nK), since the calibration
groups are the same for any new test group.

e The cost of computing p; for all i € [n+m] is O(n,n.+mnkK), as explained in Section A2.3.1.

o After the conformalization weights are computed, the cost of computing the confidence sets
for all m test groups is O(nlogn +nm). Sorting the scores S; for all i € [n] has a worst-time
cost of O(nlogn), which only needs to be performed once. For any j € [m], it takes O(n) to
find the weighted quantile given weights {p1,...,pn, Pn+;} and the sorted scores.

Therefore, the overall cost is O(T + n,n. + n(logn + mK)).
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A2.3.3 Cost Analysis of Algorithm 2

Cs — NS/ K| < K is O(n,), and the cost
of sampling m¢ indices uniformly at random is O(K). Hence the cost of sampling the pruned
indices for all columns is O(n.(n, + K)), which simplifies to O(n.n,.) by the fact that K < n,.

e For each column, the cost of computing m¢ := n¢

e Initializing Dayail given the pruned indices Dprune has cost of O(nen,).

o After D,y is initialized, the cost of sampling the ith calibration group (and updating Dy
and Dayail) is O(K), for each i € [n]. Hence sampling all n calibration groups takes O(nk).

Therefore, Algorithm 2 has time complexity of O(n.n, +nK), and it does not need to be repeatedly
applied when dealing with distinct groups involving the same matrix.

A2.4 Estimation of the Sampling Weights

We describe here a method, inspired by Gui, Barber, and Ma [35], to estimate empirically the
sampling weights w for our sampling model in (1), leveraging the available matrix observations
indexed by Dgps. In general, this estimation problem is made feasible by introducing the assumption
that w has some lower-dimensional structure that can be summarized for example by a parametric
model. The approach suggested by Gui, Barber, and Ma [35] assumes that the weight matrix
w € R" " ig low-rank. For simplicity, we follow the same approach here, although our framework
could also accommodate alternative estimation techniques in situations where different modeling
assumptions about w may be justified.

Suppose the sampling weights follow the parametric model

where A € R *"¢ ig a matrix with rank p and bounded infinity norm; i.e., ||A||s < v, for some pre-
defined constant v € R. Then, if each matrix entry (r,c) is independently observed (i.e., included
in Dops) with probability w.., i.e.,

I[(r,c) € Dobs] nd- Bernoulli(wy. ), (A49)

then the log-likelihood of A can be written as

Lp, (A) = Y log(i(A..)+ > log(1 — I(Ar.)), (A50)

(7,¢)EDobs (r,e)€nr] X[ne]\Dobs
where [(t) = (14 exp(—t))~'. This suggests estimating A by solving
A = argmax Lp,,.(A)

AcRnrxne

subject to: [|All« < vy/pnyne,
Ao < v,

where |||« is the nuclear norm. Finally, having obtained ﬁ, the estimated sampling weights @, .
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for each (r,¢) € [n,] x [n.] are given by
e = 1/(1 4 exp(A,.e)). (A51)

In practice, the numerical experiments described in this paper apply this estimation procedure
using the default choices of the parameters p and v suggested by Gui, Barber, and Ma [35].

It is worth remarking that the independent Bernoulli observation model (A49) underlying this
maximum-likelihood estimation approach differs from the weighted sampling without replacement
model (1) that we utilize to calibrate our simultaneous conformal inferences. This discrepancy,
however, is both useful and unlikely to cause issues, as explained next. On the one hand, sampling
without replacement model is essential to capture the structured nature of our group-level test case
X* and of the calibration groups X{¥, ..., X On the other hand, sampling without replacement
would make the likelihood function in (A50) intractable, unnecessarily hindering the estimation
process. Fortunately, however, the interpretation of the sampling weights w, . remains largely
consistent across the models (1) and (A49), which justifies the use of the estimated weights @, .
in (A51) for the purpose of calibrating conformal inferences under the model defined in (1).

A3 Additional Empirical Results

A3.1 Additional Experiments with Synthetic Data
A3.1.1 Heterogeneous Test Sampling Weights

This section describes experiments in which the test group X* is sampled according to a model (3)
with heterogeneous weights w*. As explained in Section 2, the heterogeneous nature of these weights
makes it feasible to ensure valid coverage conditional on interesting features of X™*. Therefore,
the following experiments demonstrate the ability of our method to smoothly interpolate between
marginal and conditional coverage guarantees, giving practitioners flexibility to up-weight or down-
weight different types of test cases, as needed.

The ground-truth matrix M € R400x400 j5 geperated according to the random factorization
model defined in Equation (33), with rank [ = 4. We observe ngps = 48,000 entries of this matrix,
sampled based on the model in (1) with uniform weights w; these are indexed by D,ps, whose
complement is Dyyiss = [1r] X [12c] \ Dobs. Algorithm 1 is then applied as in the previous experiments,
using n = min{2000, |&s/2]} calibration groups and allocating the remaining nipain = nobs — Kn
observations for training. For the latter purpose, we rely on the usual alternating least square
approach, with hypothesized rank 4, and thus obtain a point estimate M and its corresponding
factor matrices U € R"*! and V € R”C“ such that M = uwv)T.

The weights w* for X* in (3) are based on an oracle procedure that leverages perfect knowledge
of M and M to construct a sampling process that over-represents portions of the matrix for which
the point estimate is less accurate. This process is controlled by a parameter § € (0, 1], which
determines the heterogeneity of w*. In the special case of 6 = 1, the test weights become wy. . = 1 for
all matrix entries, recovering the experimental setup considered earlier in Section 5.1.1. By contrast,
smaller values of ¢ tend to increasingly over-sample portions of the matrix for which the point
estimate M is less accurate. We refer to Appendix A3.1.2 for details about this construction of the
test sampling weights, which gives rise to an interesting and particularly challenging experimental
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setting in which attaining high coverage is intrinsically difficult.

To highlight the importance of correctly accounting for the heterogeneous nature of the test
sampling weights w, in these experiments we compare the performance of joint confidence regions
obtained with two alternative approaches. The first approach consists of applying Algorithm 1 based
on the correct values of the data-generating weights w and w*. The second approach consists of
applying Algorithm 1 based on the correct values of the data-generating weights w but incorrectly
specified weights wy . = 1 for all » € [n,;],c € [n.]. In both cases, the nominal significance level
is @ = 10%, and the methods are evaluated based on 100 random test groups sampled from
Dhniss \ Dwse, according to the model in (3) with the weights w* defined in Equation (A54) within
Appendix A3.1.2. All results are averaged over 300 independent experiments.

Figure A6 compares the performances of the two aforementioned implementations of our method
as a function of the group size K, for different values of the parameter §. The results show that our
method applied with the correct weights w* always achieves the desired 90% simultaneous coverage,
as predicted by the theory. By contrast, using mis-specified uniform test sampling weights w* leads
to lower coverage than expected, especially for lower values of the parameter ¢. Figure A7 provides
an alternative but qualitatively consistent view of these findings, varying the parameter § separately
for different values of the group size K.
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Figure A6: Performance of SCMC on simulated data with heterogeneous test weights. Two alterna-
tive implementations of SCMC are compared: one based on the correct heterogeneous test sampling
weights, and one based on mis-specified homogeneous weights. The results are shown as a function
of the group size K, for different values of the parameter § which controls the heterogeneity of the
sampling weights. The performance is measured in terms of the empirical simultaneous coverage
(top) and the average width of the confidence regions (bottom). The nominal coverage level is 90%.

It is interesting to note from Figures A6 and A7 that our method is sometimes slightly over-
conservative when applied with highly heterogeneous test sampling weights w* (corresponding
to small values of the parameter ¢). This phenomenon is due to the unavoidable challenge of
constructing valid confidence regions in the presence of strong distribution shifts, and it can be
understood more precisely as follows. Smaller values of ¢ result in a stronger distribution shift
between the observed data in D,,s and X*, increasing the likelihood that the weighted empirical
quantile 7, g defined in (10) might become infinite, leading to trivially wide confidence regions.
In those (relatively rare) cases in which 7, x diverges, to avoid numerical issues we simply set
Ta,k €qual to S, the highest calibration conformity score. Fortunately, as shown explicitly in
Figure A8, this issue is not very common (it is observed in fewer than 2.5% of the cases), which
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Figure A7: Performance of SCMC on simulated data with heterogeneous test weights. The results
are shown as a function of the heterogeneity parameter §, for different group sizes K. Other details
are as in Figure AG.

explains why our method appears to be only slightly over-conservative in Figures A6 and A7.
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Figure A8: Performance of SCMC on simulated data with heterogeneous sampling weights for the
test group. The bottom panel reports the empirical probability that our method produces trivially
wide confidence regions for a random test group. Other details are as in Figure A6.

A3.1.2 Additional Details for Appendix A3.1.1

The sampling weights w* for X* utilized in the experiments of Appendix A3.1.1 are defined based
on the following oracle procedure, which leverages perfect knowledge of M and M to construct
a sampling process that over-represents portions of the matrix for which the point estimate is
less accurate. This gives rise a particularly challenging experimental setting. For each entry
(r,c) € [ny] x [n¢], define the latent feature vector y, . = (Uyo, Vi) € R, where Uy, and V,, are
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the r-th row of U and the c-th row of ‘700, respectively. Let also Dyge C [ny] X [n¢] denote a subset
containing 25% of the matrix indices in Dyyjss, chosen uniformly at random.

The values of M and M indexed by Dwse are utilized by the oracle to construct w* with an
approach inspired by Cauchois, Gupta, and Duchi [80] and Romano, Sesia, and Candes [51]. For
any fixed 6 € (0, 1], define the worst-slab estimation error,

_ )3 Mo~ Mol s
WSE(M; 0, Dyse) = sup (rOeSuanl Trie 7 Trel  [Soatl 5 gt (A52)
vER2! a<beR ‘Sv,a,b ‘Dwse|
where, for any v € R? and a < b € R, the subset Sv,ap C Dyse is defined as
Syab={(r,¢) € Dyse : a < vy, < b} (A53)

Intuitively, Sy o4 is a subset (or slab) of the matrix entries in Dyge characterized by a direction v
in the latent feature space and two scalar thresholds a < b. Accordingly, WSE(M; J, Dyse) is the

average absolute residual between M and M evaluated for the entries within Sv,ap, after selecting
the worst-case subset Sy 45 containing at least a fraction d of the observations within Dyge.

In practice, the optimal (worst-case) choice of v in (A52) is approximated by fitting an ordinary
least square regression model to predict the absolute residuals {]]\/Zm — M, c|}(r.c)eDyee @S @ linear
function of the latent features {y,c}(r¢)epy- Then, the corresponding optimal values of a*,b* in
(A52) are approximated through a grid search, for a fixed value of the parameter 4.

*

Finally, the test sampling weights w* = {wm}(r o€l x[ne]

are given by

normpdf(v* "y, ., a*, 0?) T .
, UV Yre<a

normpdf(a*, a*, o?)
w:,c = 1a (Tv C) € S’U*,a*,b*a (A54)
normpdf (v* "y, ., b*, o)

* 1 *
>b
normpdf(b*, b*,02) ’ v Yre ’

where normpdf(-,a,o?) denotes the density function of the Gaussian distribution with mean a
2. This density function is introduced for smoothing purposes, setting o = (b* —
a*)/5. These sampling weights enable us to select test groups from indices that predominantly fall

and variance o

within the worst-slab region for which M estimates M least accurately. Intuitively, attaining valid
coverage for this portion of the matrix should be especially challenging.

A3.2 Investigation of the Coverage Upper Bound

In this section, we investigate in more detail the upper coverage bound for our method established by
Theorem 2, which is equal to 1 — a +E[max;cf,4 1) pi(X§, ..., Xl X*)]. Ideally, a small expected
value in this equation would guarantee that our conformal inferences are not too conservative.
However, given that it would be unfeasible to evaluate this expected value analytically, we rely on
a Monte Carlo numerical study.

We begin by focusing on groups of size K = 2 and consider for simplicity matrices with an equal
number of rows and columus; i.e., n, = n, = 200. We simulate the observation process by sampling
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Nobs = 0.2 - n,n, matrix entries without replacement according to the model defined in (1), with
Wr,e = (nT(c - 1) + T)Sa Vr € [nr]7 ce [nc],

with a scaling parameter s = 2. Note that this is the same choice of sampling weights utilized in the
experiments of Section 5.1.2. For simplicity, the test group X* is sampled from the model defined
in (3) using weights w* exhibiting the same patterns as w. Then, the conformalization weights p;
for all ¢ € [n + 1] are computed by applying Algorithm 1, and varying the number n of calibration
groups as a control parameter. Finally, we estimate E[max;c(, pi(X§2, ..., Xl X*)] by taking
the empirical average of max;e(, 1] pi(Xﬁal, ceey Xff‘l, X*) over 10 independent experiments.
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Figure A9: Monte Carlo investigation of the theoretical coverage upper bound for the structured
confidence regions computed by Algorithm 1. We plot E[maxie[nﬂ} pi(X‘ial, e ,X%al,X*)], which
is the difference between the upper bound established by Theorem 2 and the desired coverage level
1 — . The results are compared to the curve 1/n, which corresponds to the standard upper bound
inflation factor corresponding to conformal inferences under exchangeability. Left: the results are
shown as a function of the number of calibration groups n, for K = 2. Right: the results are shown
as a function of the calibration group size K, for a structured calibration set of cardinality n = 400.

Figure A9 [left] reports on the results of these experiments as a function of n. The results show
that our coverage upper bound approaches 1 — « roughly at rate 1/n, as one would generally expect
in the case of standard conformal inferences based on exchangeable data [4]. This is consistent with
our empirical observations that Algorithm 1 is typically not too conservative in practice. Figure A9
[right] reports on the results of additional experiments in which the group size K is varied, while
keeping the number of calibration groups fixed to n = 400. The results shows that the coverage
upper bound tends to become more conservative as the group size increases, reflecting the intrinsic
higher difficulty of producing valid simultaneous conformal inferences for larger groups.

A3.3 Additional Results for Section 5.1.1
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Figure A10: Performance of SCMC and two baselines on simulated data, as a function of the
column-wise noise parameter p and of the group size K. Other details are as in Figure 3.

A3.4 Additional Results for Section 5.1.2
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Figure A11: Performance of simultaneous conformal inference and benchmarks on simulated data,
as a function of the group size K, for different scaling parameter s. Other details are as in Figure 4.

A3.5 Additional Results for Section 5.2
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Figure A12: Performance of simultaneous conformal inference and benchmarks on the MovieLens
100K data. The unadjusted baseline is designed to achieve valid coverage for a single user at a time,
and is generally invalid for a group of K > 2 users. The output confidence regions are assessed in
terms of their average width (lower is better), as a function of the number of users K in the group.
Other details are as in Figure 1.
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A4 Mathematical Proofs

A4.1 A General Quantile Inflation Lemma

Proof of Lemma 1. The proof follows the same strategy as that of Tibshirani et al. [38]. Let . de-
note the event that {Z1,..., Z,41} = {21, ..., 2nt1}, for some possible realization z = (21, ..., 2p+1)
of Z1,...,Zp+1, and let v; = S(z;, z—;) for all i € [n+1]. By the definition of conditional probability,
for each i € [n + 1],

Zo:a(n+1):i f(za(l)’ ces Zo(nJrl))
Yoo f(Za(1)s -5 Za(nt1))

where o is a permutation of [n + 1]. In other words,

]P){VnJrl =V | EZ} = ]P){ZTL+1 = Z ’ EZ} = = p{(zla .- '7Zn+1)>

n+1

Vn-l—l ’ LB, ~ Zpl‘f(zlv ceey Zn—i—l)(svia
=1

where ¢,, denotes a point mass at v;. This implies that

n+1
P{VW < Quantile (/3; > pl(an.. ,znﬂ)avi) | E} > B,
=1

which is equivalent to

n+1
P{Vn+1 < Quantile<6; S oz, .,Zn+1>5w) | E} > 8.
i=1
Finally, marginalizing over E, leads to
n+1
P{Vn-i-l < Quantile(ﬁ; ZP{(ZL e Zn+1)5\/i)} > B.
i=1

This is equivalent to the desired result because, by Lemma A5,

n
Vpi1 < Quantile (5; S vl (Zy, .. Zo)dv + ) (20, Znﬂ)(svnH)
=1
—

Vi1 < Quantile (ﬁ; Zplf(Zl, ooy Znt1)0v, + p£+1 (Z1,..., Zn+1)6oo>.
i=1

O]

Lemma A5 (also appearing implicitly in Tibshirani et al. [38]). Consider n+ 1 random variables

Vi,...y Vag1 and some weights pi,...,pny1 Such that p; > 0 and Z?:ll p; = 1. Then, for any
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B e (0,1),

n+1
Va1 QB _pidy;) <= Va1 <Q ﬁ,szfsv + Pr+1000).-
=1 =1

Proof of Lemma A5. This result was previously utilized by Tibshirani et al. [38] and a proof is
included here for completeness. It is straightforward to establish one direction of the result, namely

n+1
Vit < Q(B; Y pidv;) = Va1 <Q 5;2]9@5\/, + Pny1000)
i=1 =1

because, almost surely, V11 < oo, and hence

n n+1
Q(B: D pidv; + Pus10s) > Q(B: > pidv,).-
=1 =1
n+1

To prove the other direction, suppose V,+1 > Q(ﬁ > pid ) By definition of the quantile
function, we can write without loss of generality that Q(/3; zn+11 pidy;) = Vij), where j € [n+1] is
defined such that

p(l)—l-...—i-p(j)Zﬁa p(1)+...—|—p(j_1)<5,

where p() < ...p(41) are the order statistics of pi,...,pnt1. Therefore, V41 > V(;), and re-
assigning V, 41 — oo does not change V(;y. This means that Q(ﬁ; Z;Hll pz(SVi) = Q(ﬂ; Yo pidy, +
pn+1600), leading to V41 > Q(ﬁ; Yo pidy; +pn+1500). Thus, we have shown that

n+1
Var1 > Q85 ) pidy,) = Voy1 > Q 5,219@5% + Prt1000)-
=1 =1

O]

Proof of Lemma 2. Let E, denote the event that {Z1,..., Z,11} = {21,..., 2n+1}, for some possible
realization z = (21,...,2p41) of Z1,..., Zpt1, and let v; = S(z;,2—;) for all i € [n + 1]. As in the
proof of Lemma 1, for each i € [n 4 1],

Zo’;a(n+1)2i f(za(l)v R 7za(n+1))

FVos = v | ey = Plns = 2| Bey = >0 F(Zo(1)s -5 Zonin))
p o(1)s -+ s Ro(n
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Further, because 71, ..., Z,+1 are also leave-one-out exchangeable,

Zg’;o’(n—‘,—l):i f(ZO'(l)7 SRR Za(n—l-l)) Zg;g(n+1):i g(za(l)v SRR Za(n—l-l)) : h(za(l)a R Zo(n+l))

Yoo f(2a(1)s -5 Za(nt1)) >0 9(Ze(1)s 5 Zo(na1)) - P(2Za(1)s - - -5 Zo(nr1))

o Za:a(n+l):i 9(2’1, s 72n+1) : h(Z_Z‘, Zz)
>0 9(215 s znt1) - Az o (ni1)s Zo(nt))

. Zcf:a’(n—l-l):i h(z—i7 Zi)
Zyill Zo:a(nJrl):j h(z_j7 Z])
nh(z_i, 2;)

n! Z;Lill h(z—j, zj)

which implies V41 | E, ~ Z?jll pi(21,- -+, 2nt1)0y;. The rest of the proof then follows with the
same approach as the proof of Lemma 1. O

= pi(zla v 7Z7L+1)7

A4.2 Conformal Inference with Structured Calibration

Proof of Proposition 1. This result is a direct consequence of Proposition A4, which characterizes
the joint distribution of (Xfal7 ., X X*) conditional on Dprune and Dipain. It is easy to see
from (A56) that this distribution is invariant to permutations of X! ... X¢al O

Proposition A4. Consider the same setting of Proposition 1. Let D1 and Dy C D; denote
arbitrary realizations of Dirain and Dprune, respectively. Let &1, T2, ..., xpn, Tuy1 be any sequence of
n + 1 K-groups involving elements of Dops such that

cal cal cal *
P Xl = 331,X2 =ZT2,... 7Xn =y, X = Tn+1 ’ Dprune = Do, Dtrain = D1:| > 0.

Define also Dy = Uie[n],ke[K]{xf}’ the unordered collection of matrixz entries indexed by the groups
Ty, ..., Ty, noting that Dops = D1 U Do. Further, define

Diiss = {(1",¢') € Diiss | ¢ = ¢}, Ve € [ne],
Nobs = |Dobs \ Dprune‘a (A55)
s = [{(1',¢') € Dops \ Dprune : ¢ = ¢}, Ve € [ne),
N =|Hienl:c=xi12=2i20=...=xir2}|, Ve € [ne].

Intuitively, @ﬁliss represents the pruned missing indices in column c, gy is the number of indices
in Dobs \ Dprune corresponding to entries in column c, while NS is the number of calibration groups
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in column c. Note that all quantities in (A55) are uniquely determined by Dy and Dy. Then,

cal cal *
P<Xla =T1,... 7Xna = mnaX = Tn+1 ‘ Dprune = DOaDtrain = Dl)

* *

K
_ w$n+l,1 . wxn+1’k
_ * I I %
DY

Z("':C)GDmiss Wrc (r,¢) EDmiss wr‘,c]I [C = xn+17172] Zk’ 1w ﬂ+1 !

. . (A56)
\P(Dops = Dy U Dy) - iy
( obs ! 2) IP)(,Dprune = D07 Dtrain = Dl) H Tobs
Ce[nc] ﬁgb
n ne Ny K—1
(M) T e
Proof of Proposition A4. First, note that
P(Xcal =o1,... ,X;al = mn,X* = Tn+1 ‘ Dprune = Do, Dirain = Dl)
= P(X* = Tn+1 | Dprune = D07Dtrain - DhXcal =T, - "X;al = wn)
P<Xcal =Ty, X7CLal = Ty | Dprune = D07Dtrain = Dl)
:IP)(X*::B 1 "Db :D1UD2)
n—+ obs (A57)

1 1
P<Xfa = &1, .- .’X;;a = In ‘ Dprune = Do, Dirain = Dl)

* K w*

_ wxn+1 1 H Tl k
Z(r c)

Dhmiss wT’C k=2 7’ C Drniss ]I [C - xn+1’172] Zk, 1 7L+1 K’

1 1
P<Xca = T1,.. 'aXfLa = Tp | Dprune = D07Dtrain = D1)>

where the first term on the right-hand-side above was written explicitly using the sequential sam-
pling characterization of ¥ in (4).
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Next, we focus on the second term on the right-hand-side of (A57):

P(Xfal =1y, Xf;al = Tp | Dprune = Dy, Dirain = Dl)

o P(Xfal =&y, vaLal = wnaDprune = Do, Dirain = Dl)

]P(Dprune = D07 Dtrain = Dl)
]P)(Xfal =T1,... 7X$lal = mn7Dprune = D07Dtrain = DlaDobs = Dl U D2)
]P)(Dprune = D0> Dtrain = Dl)

= ]P)(Xfal =T1,--- 7X7(’:Lal = wnaDtrain = Dl ‘ Dprune = DOaDobs = Dl U D2)

) P<Dprune = D07D0bs = Dl U D2)

IP)(ZDprune = Do, Dirain = Dl) (A58)

= P<Xfa1 =T, 7chza1 = Z5, | Dprune = Do, Dobs = D1 U Dz)

<P Dtrain = Dl | Xfal =T1,... ’beal = wnapprune = D07D0bs = Dl U D2)

) P<Dprune = D07D0bs = Dl U D2)
IP)(,Dprune = DO7 Dtrain = Dl)

=P Xfal =T1,... 7X7CLa1 = Tn ’ Dprune = D()aDobs =Dy U DQ)

) P(Dprune = D07D0bs = Dl U D2)
]P(Dprune — D07 Dtrain — Dl) ’

where the last equality above follows from the fact that Dy, ai, is uniquely determined by X7, ..., X,
Dprune and Dps.

The first term on the right-hand-side of (A58) is given by Lemma A6:

1 1
P<Xfa =1y, Xfla = Tp ‘ Dpruney®obs>

n ne Nj K—1 (A59)
(Mt ) T e

c=1j=1 k=1 Mobs

Note that (A59) implies that, conditional on Dgps and Dprune, the distribution of Xfal, L, X
does not depend on the order of these calibration groups.

Next, we focus on the second term on the right-hand-side of (A58), namely

P(Dprune = DOaDobs = Dl U DQ)

A60
P(Dprune - D07 Dtrain - Dl) ( )
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The numerator of (A60) is
]P)(’Dprune = DOa Dobs = Dl U D2)
IP>(1)obs = Dl U D2) : IP)(’Z)prune = DO | Dobs = Dl U D2)
1
=P(Dops = D1UDy) - ] TN (AG1)
c€[ne] ( me
1
=P(Dops = D1UDy) - ] T
c€[ne] (ﬁgbs)
where m® := n . mod K denotes the remainder of the integer division n¢, /K , and nS ., =

NS/ K| = nS, —mC. Above, the denominator does not need to be simplified because it only
depends on Dy and D;.

Finally, combining (A57), (A58), (A59), (A60), and (A61), we arrive at:

1 1
P<Xfa =T1,... vaLa = iL‘n,X* = Tp+1 ‘ Dprune = DOaDtrain = Dl)

w* K *

. xn+1 1 H Tn+1,k
— * —
Z(r C mlss k=2 Z(T,C)Epmiss w’V’,C]I [C - .’L‘n+1,172] Zk/ ]_

n+1 K/

1 1
-P(Dy,s = D1 U Dy) - ’ S\
( obs ! 2) IP)(,Dprune = DO,Dtrain = Dl) cg;[] (nObs)
¢ ﬁgbs

i=1 c=1j=1 k=1 Mobs

Lemma A6. Under the same setup as in Proposition A4,

1 1
]P(Xca =x1,... ,Xza =Ty ’ Dprunea Dobs)

n ne Nj K—1 (A62)
(M) T

i=1 c=1j=1 k=1 Mobs

Proof of Lemma A6. We prove this result by induction on the number of calibration groups, n. For
ease of notation, we will denote the column of the i-th calibration group as ¢;, for any i € [n]; that
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is, ¢; = x; 2 for all k € [K]. In the base case where n = 2,

]P(Xcal 17X gal = = T2 | Dprune = Do, Dobs = Dl)

T Tiebs g, —1 T ARG K41 fighs — K
1 1 1 .
. 1 1 -
Kﬁ&—l Mobs — K+J &H%ﬂ+(ﬁ&—K_1 ‘&—2K+J hlcﬂ]

2 ne NS K—1
:[Eﬁobs_ Z_1] HHH bs_K]_l) k

c=1j5=1 k=1 ©

Now, for the induction step, suppose Equation (A62) holds for n — 1. Then,

P(Xcal =x,.. .,Xﬁal =Tn | Dprune = DO)DObS = Dl)

= ]P’(Xfal =,.. Xcall = Tnp—-1 ‘ Dprune Dy, Dobs = Dl)
1 1 1
ﬁobS—K(n—l) ng — KNy —1)—1 ~ ag — KN +1

Mobs

n—1 Ne Yn—1 K—1
N 11 1
Tiobs — K (i — 1) LA ne - K(G—-1)—k

=1

K-1 .
.fzobs— K(n—1) ]I[lnggS—K(Nﬁ“—l)—k
n ne N5 K—1
= |11 1) T T 5 Kl -k
ianbs— (i~ e=1j=1 k=1 figns = K(J 1) =

where the last equality above follows because N5_; = N for all ¢ # ¢p,, while N5» = N, +1. O

A4.3 Characterization of the Conformalization Weights
Proof of Lemma 8. Recall from Proposition A4 that

P(Xcal =T1,... ,Xgal = mnaX* = Tn+1 ’ Dprune = Do, Dirain = Dl)
= g({$17 s ’wn—l—l}) : E({CC:[? s 7mn}7mn+1)’

for some permutation-invariant function g and

K
B({wla s 7wn}7 wn-‘rl) = P(DObS ‘Dl U DQ) [wxn-Fl 1 a;n+l,k]
k=2

e NC K1 (A63)

L] Bl mmmomo=s

c€nc] c=1j5=1 k=1 Mobs
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with

*

@* _ wmn+1,1

Tp4+1,1 _ P

Z(7‘)3)€Dmiss w’rvc

and, for all k € {2,...,K}.,
*
&]«* o wanrl,k:
Tn+l,k ~ % o —1 w .
Z(7”7‘:)€Dmiss wrvc]l [C - xn+1’1’2] B k/ 1 Tnt1,k!

Therefore, Lemma 2 can be applied, with weights proportional to

pi(®1, ... Tpy1) X ﬁ({acl, coy g1} \ @i}, ). (A64)

In order to compute the right-hand-side of (A64), one must understand how (A63) changes
when @,, 11 is swapped with x;, for any fixed i € [n]. This can be done easily, one piece at a time.

To begin, it is immediate to see that swappmg ZTpy1 With x; results in P(Dyps = D1 U DQ) be-
ing replaced by Py (Dobs = Dobs;i). Similarly, w , Wk are replaced by w} LWk

96+11"“ Tn+1,K Ti, K’
defined as
*

w
~ T4, 1
W h ,

-731,1 *
E wy,
(r,¢) EDmiss;i

and, for all k € {2,..., K},

*

,l’l‘)’* _ wxn—o—l,k
— * — .
Z(Tac)eDmiss;i wr»cl[ [C - x7'7172] Zk’ 1 ’LU k!

T,k
*

w
T4k

k—1 ’
Z(TC)GDZ w?f,c_Zk/ 1 Wz,

here, for any i € [n + 1], ¢; denotes the column to which x; belongs; i.e., ¢; == z;2,Vk € [K],
where x; . o is the column of the kth entry in x;.

To understand the notation in the equations above, recall that Dyiss = {(r,¢) € DmlSS | N8 ies >
K} is a realization of the pruned missing set Diss, and nS .. = [{(r',¢') € Dmiss | ¢ = c}| is the
number of missing entries in column c¢. In the parallel universe where x, 1 is swapped with x;, the
realization of the missing indices is denoted as Dyiss;i, and the realization of the pruned missing set
is Diiss;i = {(7,¢) € Dmissi | n§ > K}, where Niissii = H{(r',¢') € Dmiss;i} : ¢ = c|. Similarly,
Dy = {(1",¢) € Dmiss;i = ¢ = ¢} denotes entries belonging to column ¢ in the imaginary
pruned missing set. Thus, w}y  and wj can be interpreted as normalized sampling weights for

,1 i,k
the imaginary test group ;.

mlSS [

Next, let ng and nobs .; denote the numbers of observations in column c from the sets D,
and Dops;i, respectively. Define also Nops = [ngpe/ K] and ngy . = |ng.;/K], the corresponding
numbers of observations remaining in column c after the random pruning’step of Algorithm 2. Let
N¢ = |{i € [n] : ¢; = ¢}| denote the number of calibration groups in column ¢ € [n.]. Similarly,

let Ny.; denote the corresponding imaginary quantity obtained by swapping the calibration group
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X ¢l with the test group X*; i.e

Further, swapping «,+1 with x; results in n¢
and N,‘;i, respectively. Therefore,

and N, being replaced by n¢

ne ne
obs? Mobs? obs;i? obs;i7

pi(T1,. o Ty 1) X h({x1, ..o g1} \ {Ti}, )

nzK 1
ok OS’L : 1
i <w$i,1/}_£ “)( : ) ITITII = —KG-1) % FuwPobs = Dobss)-

c=1 j=1 k=1 Mobs;i

(A65)

Now, we will further simplify the expression in Equation (A65) to facilitate the practical com-
putation of these weights.

Consider the first term on the right-hand-side of Equation (A65), namely

This quantity depends on the pruned set of missing indices Dmiss;i and, by definition,

* *
ﬁ?k _ wmi,l o wa:Ll
S b Wi 5 |
w,
(Tvc)eDmiss;'L e _ *x * _ * *
Z(Tvc)GDmiSS Wrc k:zjl W1 e ~ Wi + Ug; o
where
up =T # cn] | I ngiy < K| wy, | —I[nt! < 2K] wy
Ti1 J n+1 miss r.c miss r.C )
(T C)EDmlss (T C) Dmn;jsl \iBn+1

while, for all k € {2,..., K},

*
~ wacz k

wxi,k -
Z(r,c)ED;fis Zk’ 1 Wz,

*
w
Tik

K
Z w;{,c + kle w;i,k’ —1I [ci = Cn+1] ( Z wy netl, k/> +1 [ miss < K] Z w:":c

(r, c)EDmmsq k'=1 (r, c)EDmm
*
w
ik
K K :
S wnet X oug, Tl (X )
(re)eDi, K=k k=1

In the equations above, with a slight abuse of notation, we denoted the set of missing indices in

+1 — C +1
column ¢,41 excluding those in the group @, 11 as Dn;‘lss \ @pp1 =D\ {znq, wHE 1
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Next, let us consider the second term on the right-hand-side of Equation (A65), namely

Ne _
H ( ngbs;i > 1
’ﬁ’gbs;i

This evaluates the probability of observing a particular realization of Dprune. Since the pruned
indices are chosen uniformly at random, this quantity only depends on the number of observations

within each column before and after pruning, namely, n¢, . and i, .. By definition, we have

ngbs - KI [Ci # CTL+1] y €= G
Cc _
Nobsii — ngbs + K1 [Ci 7é Cn+1] ;, C=Cn4l,
otherwise.

(A66)
n(c)bs7

The above equivalence from the fact that swapping x; with x,, only affects the observed indices
in column ¢; and cp41, while all other indices remain the same. In particular, upon swapping,
column ¢; will contain K fewer observations, because x; is treated as the unobserved test group,
and column c,4+; will contain K more observations, because x,; is treated as the calibration

group. Similarly,

ﬁ(c)bs - KI [Ci 7é CnJrl] y €= G

¢ _
Tobs;i = ngbs + KI [Ci 7é Cn+1] y €= Cn+l, (A67)
Nopes otherwise.
Combining (A66) and (A67), we can rewrite the second term in (A65) as:
i <n2£5;i)*1 (niﬁzi)—l
n Uz —c; —Cn
l_c[ (ncc)bs;i ) _ 1_1 ("(C;bs) ! ~ Mobs;i ) Tlobasi
-] b -]\ s Moha ) T (obe )
c=1 Le=1 - =C; —Cnt1
b obs (A68)

Ici#cn+1]

c; Cn+1
c — 7 Ci 7 Cn
H (nobs ) Mobs . Mobs

— : i Cn
—1 ngbs (nobs - K> Tl’o‘b:‘rl + K
L J ﬁCz K ﬁ0n+1 + K

obs ~ obs

Then, the third term on the right-hand-side of (A65) is

Ne NTCL;i K-1 1

I

c=1j=1 k=1 Obs;i

This relates to the probability of choosing a specific realization of the calibration groups given the
observed indices remaining after random pruning. To aid the simplification of this term, we point
out the following relation between N, and Ny, i.e., the number of calibration groups from each
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column in the imagined observed set and original observed set respectively:

N& —1e; # ept1]. c=cy

Npi = Ni +1ei # ensa], = cppa, (AG9)
Ny otherwise.
Then, using (A67) and (A69), we can write:
Nisi K—1
T s
e=1j=1 k=1 Mobs:i G-1-
ne Nfi K—1
c=1j=1 k=1 ObS_K‘]_l) k
c; Cn I 175 n
Noti k-1 NG K- . (A70)

1
.H 1 Tohe:i—K(G—1)—k H 1:[ Aot K(j )~k

obs i

Nyt K—1 Nﬁ"“ K-1

1 1
L K (j—1)— H H A R (i1)—
(G-1)—k G210 k=1 Tobs K(G-1)—k

ne N K—1 K—1 e g )H[Cﬁécnﬂ}

nOS
I | (e

c=1j=1 k=1 k=1 "lobs

Above, the last equality follows from the following simplification based on (A69) and (A67), as-

suming that ¢; # cpt1:

N:lf@ K—-1 . NZz—H o1 1
Nr:il K-1 1 ' N:;n+1 K—1 }
L e R U A S KT
Nyt K—1 . ' Nfln+1 K1 .
LI g = KG = 1) =k [ I g —KG -1~
_ j=1 k=1 . o
TN 1 K- B . N1 e — '
[ LG —K) = KG=)=k T T (" + K) = K~ 1)~k
j=1 k= Hou
NS K1 . ' N -, |
I ag - KG =D =k 11 T g = KG=1) -~k
_ j=1 k=1 =
Nl =LK1 . Nﬁ”“+1K L
j=1 knan%S_KJ_k Hl Hnog:_ (]_2)—/€
1 pe I
K-1  _¢
—Cn+41
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Finally, combining (A65) with (A68) and (A70), we arrive at

pi(mla L) 7mn7 $n+1)
X ]P)w(DobS - Dobs Z : ( z 1 H mz k)
¢ Cp I c-;écn
- ) (ngbs> (nob:) [ei#cn+1]
H (ngbs ) N . Mobs . Mobs
Mg (nigb K ) ( nopdt 4+ K)
Le=1 _ o
(c>bs K obz—l + K
[ne NS K—1 K-1  _g i Iles#cn41]
M et | (T )
[c=1j=1 k=1 Mobs k=1 'lobs
XX ]P)w(DobS = Dobs i) " ( z 1 H -'Ez k)
ci n Mc;#cen
(nobs) (nob;H) K—1 e leitena]
fghs) . \iigp Mobs — K

_ . H obs
(nit,s - K) gt KN L A 4 K — k
’ﬁci _ K cn+1 +K -

Tobs

A4.4 Finite-Sample Coverage Bounds

Proof of Theorem 1. Recall that, by construction,
- n
Mx-« € C(X*,f/'\wK,M) — 5 < ff\a,K = Q(l — Q; Zpiégi +pn+1500>.
i=1

Therefore, Theorem 1 follows directly by combining Proposition 1, Lemma 2, and the characteri-
zation of the conformalization weights given by Equation (19).

O
Proof of Theorem 2. Recall that, by construction,

n
Mx- € C( X" Tox, M) <= S* <7,k = Q(l —q; Zpi(SSi —|—pn+1(500).
i=1
Therefore, applying Lemma A5, we see that it suffices to prove

P|S*< Q(l - a;Zpﬂssi +pn+155*>] <l—-a+E Lén[naicl]pl(Xcal ...,X;al,X*)] . (A1)
i=1

Let E, denote the event that { X, ..., X X*} = {x1,..., 211}, Darop = Do, and Dyain =
Dy, for some possible realizations & = (z1,...,@,41) of X5, ..., X% X* Dy of Dayop, and Dy
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of Dirain- Let also {v1,...,vp41} indicate the realization of {Si,...,S,, S*} corresponding to the
event Ey, for all i € [n+ 1]. Applying the definition of conditional probability, as in the proof of
Lemma 2, we can sce that S* | E, ~ S0 pi(x1, ..., ®n11)0,;, with the weights p; given by (19).
This implies that

n+1
P|S* < (1— : iav.) E, | <1l-a+ (1, Eit),
[ <Q a;p )| <l-a iéﬂﬁi]p(aﬁ Tnt1)

and further, by taking an expectation with respect to the randomness in F,,

n
P|S* < Q(l — ;) pids, +pn+155*) <l-a+E [ max p;( X5 ... X X*)
P i€[n+1]

A4.5 Efficient Evaluation of the Conformalization Weights

Proof of Proposition 2. We begin by focusing on the special case of ¢ = n + 1. In that case,
Equation (24) becomes a special case of the results derived for the multivariate Wallenius’ noncentral
hypergeometric distribution [66, 67, 78]. While the original problem addresses biased sampling
without replacement from an urn containing colored balls, our model in (1) can be equivalently
interpreted as drawing samples without replacement from an urn comprising n,n. balls. Each ball
is uniquely labeled with a color represented by (r,¢) € [n,] x [n.], and it is drawn with a probability
proportional to wy; e.g., see Section 2. Therefore, from Equation (19) in Fog [78]:

1
Pw(Dobs = Dops) = / ®(7;h)dT. (AT72)
0

Next, we turn to proving Equation (24) for a general i € [n + 1].

For any i € [n + 1], imagine an alternative world in which @, is swapped with x;. Let
0; = Z(n )€ Dpmieni Wric indicate the cumulative weight of all missing entries analogous to ¢ in the

aforementioned imaginary world. It is easy to see that §; = +d;, where d; := Zle(wxi, oW,y )
Therefore, we can express the probability using Equation (A72) in the imaginary world:

1
Puy(Dobs = Dopsii) = / ha;r"0i ! H (1 — Thwr’c> dr
0
(r,c)€Dobs;i

! NS w i 1 — 7hwn+ik
:/O h(8 + d;)r"Ora =1 T (1 —rh ) : H<1 — >d7

(1,¢)€Dobs k=1
1 h(6+d;)—1 K hw
h(8 + ;)"0 +) 1 — ek
_ hé—1 hwre | . L . —_—
_/ hét H 1—7 horho—1 H 1 _ rhwiy dr
) T
(r,c)€Dobs k=1

1
:/0 O(7;h)-ni(T;h)dr.
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where, for any 7 € (0,1),

Thdz (5 + dl) K 1 _ Thwn+1,k:
ni(Tsh) = I— ) (AT3)

bl 1—7
O
Proof of Lemma 4. Recall that the logarithm of ®(7;h) takes the form
¢(3h) :=1log ®(r; h) = log(hd) + (hd — 1)log(r) + »_  log(l—7"re), (AT74)

(7‘70) eDobs

while its first derivative with respect to 7 is:

ho -1 hw,, grhwne=1
¢'(1;h) = - > e
T 1 — 7re
(T7C)€Dobs
Consider the function 7¢'(7; h),

¢/ (rsh)y=h6 —1— Y Ui

’ - 1 — ghwre?

(ch)eDobs

which is strictly decreasing in 7 for all 7 € (0, 1), because w, . > 0 for all (r,c). Further, if h > 1/9,

lim 7¢/'(t;h) = hd — 1 >0, lim 7¢'(1;h) = —cc.

T—0t T—1—
Then, by the intermediate value theorem, 7¢'(7; h) must have exactly one zero for 7 € (0,1), as
long as h > 1/4. In turn, this implies that ¢'(7;h) has exactly one zero for 7 € (0,1), as long as
h > 1/4. Further, the unique zero of ¢'(7;h) on 7 € (0,1) must be the unique maximum of ¢(7; h),
because, under h > 1/4,

lim ¢(7;h) = —o0, lim ¢(7;h) = —oc.

T—0t T—1—

A4.6 Consistency of the Generalized Laplace Approximation

We begin by stating a formal version of Theorem 3, the result providing the motivation to apply
the Laplace method to Equation (27).

Theorem A4. Let {w;}°, be a sequence of i.i.d. random variables drawn from a distribution F
with support on the open interval (0,1). Consider a sequence of mutually independent Bernoulli

random variables {z;}32,, where each x; ind. Bernoulli(w;). Define 6, = > (1 — z;)w; and

D, (1) := hySpr o ﬁ (1 - Th"wi>xi . (AT75)
i=1
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Above, h,, is the unique root of the function

2(h) = 2 EL) =6, _,_Z%ﬁw_il (AT6)

in the interval [0, 00), where ¢ (T) is the logarithm of ®,(7), namely
On (1) =1log @, (1) = log(hy) + log(6n) + (hndy — 1) log(T) + Z x; log ( Th"“”) : (ATT)

Then, argmax ¢(g 1) Pn(7) = :.
Further, consider a sequence of functions {f,}, where each f, € C(0,1) and f, (%) > €, for
some constant €9 > 0 and all n. Suppose there exists some M > 0 such that |f] (z)| < M for all

€ (0,1) and for all n. Then, it holds that

1 1 —2
/ fulT T)dT ~ fn <> P, < > o (7;) almost surely as n — oo, (AT8)
2

or equivalently,

) fa(m)®@n(r) dr
5 (3)- 2 (3) 5

=1 almost surely. (AT9)

Proof of Theorem Aj. The preliminary part of this result is proved in Appendix A2.2, where we
show that selecting the scaling parameter h,, as the unique root of the function in (A76) leads to
T, = argmax ¢ ] O, (1) = %

Our main objective is to approximate the integral

/Olfn(T dT—/ fu(T)e? (M) d

leveraging a suitable extension of the classical Laplace method reviewed in Appendix Al.4. To
this end, we begin by applying a Taylor series expansion around 7,;, including Lagrange remainder
terms; this leads to:

-0 () ()3 (-3 -5 (-3
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for some real numbers &, &, € [1/2, 7], and

on () = log(hy) +1og(0y) + (hndn, — 1) log(T) + Zx, log <1 — Th”“’i)
i=1
7_hnwi—l

nn_l n Wy

: (1 — 7hnwi)

¢H(T> _ _hnén -1 B anl‘ hnwiTh”wi72<Th”wi + hpw; — 1)

n 7—2 — 1 (1 B Thnwi)2
hpdn — 1
+ 30 g ()T (@) (1~ 1) 4 2 = 1o () 4 1)
v ZT; (,Thnwi _ 1)3 .

By definition of h,, we know that ¢/, (%) = 0. Next, we need to establish a suitable bound
for ¢!’. This task is complicated by the fact that we do not have an explicit expression for h,,.
Fortunately, however, it is possible to obtain sufficiently tight lower and upper bounds for A,,.

Lemma A7. In the setting of Theorem A4, for any n > 1,

%n S 1\ 1 n 1
n ) —<h,<|1 —. A
(2?2_1’0 +n> on — - < +10g2> On, ( 80)

Further, in the limit of n — oo, it holds almost-surely that

J 1

Lo — - log(Q)Lg ( )

where

2 1
J:ZLl-f' 3 s
Ly 915

Ly := E[z], Ly :=E[(1 — z)w].

The bounds on h,, provided by Lemma A7 in turns allow us to bound ¢! away from 0 almost
surely for large n. This gives us the necessary ingredients to tackle the approximation of the
integral. To this end, note that

[ evar= [ {n(3)+mao (--3)} (B E A gy gy
0 0 2 2

since qﬁﬁl(%) = 0. Applying the change of variables u = /—¢/ (%)(7‘ — %) and defining K,, =
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—¢!"(1/2), the integral becomes

/ L () dr (A82)
0
o?n(3)  [Kn/2 _ 4>’”<52<u>>u
- (1 (3) + e smteat) e = T
n —Kn/2

SO ) [ e (B [ ()
= n o e 2 U n = e 2 e n - u
Ky, 2 —Ky/2 2 —Kn/2

Kn/2 2 Kn/2 o, 2 e Ew)®
w1 e dur [ p@)es (¢ <1 g,
K2 Kn —Kn/2 Kn
(A83)
Note that now & and & depend implicitly on u due to the change of variables (they previously

depended on 7). We will now separately analyze each term in (A82).

The limit of the first integral on the right-hand-side of (A82) can be found by leveraging the
following lower bound for K,:

(1 _
B LR

Kn/2 s
lim e 2 du=V2m. (A84)

which leads to

By contrast, the third integral on the right-hand-side of (A82) is asymptotically negligible.
Recall that, by assumption, f, satisfies |f] (z)] < M for all z € (0,1) and n; therefore,

Kn/2 P
'/ ff (&1(u))e™ 2 du M

Kn/2 W2
< / lule”™ 2 du -0 asn — oo. (A85)
Ky —Kn/2

We continue with the analysis of the second and fourth terms on the right-hand-side of (A83),
which are more involved. The remainder of the second-order Taylor expansion, previously denoted
as ¢ (&o(u))u/(6K3), can be expanded back into an infinite power series, given the smoothness
of ¢, within the interval (0,1). This expansion is expressed as:

" 3 oo ,(4) (1
() 1= 22 %(%))u D Igf)u’ (AS6)
iz

where gi)%j ) (%) represents the j-th derivative of ¢,, evaluated at %, and this series converge for all n
and all u € (—K,,/2,K,/2).
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Note that the j-th derivative of ¢,, at 1/2 can be written as

69 (3) by —1 &
g e A1)

. (A8T7)

I & b ws
o g los (L) |
i=1 2
To control y,(u), we will show that (A87) is bounded for large n. Lemma A7 tells us that the first
term in (A87) is bounded by constants almost surely. For the second term, define

g(h,x,w) = xj]j log ( Thw)

o (A8R)
2
which is continuous for h > 0 and w > 0. Given that the interval C

= [J,1/log(2)] is compact, we
can use the maximum value in A to bound the function g. Thus, we obtain

%Zg(hnaxz}wz > Z

r}ILlaé(g (h,z;,w;) almost surely as n — oo (A89)
€
i=1
Then, by the strong law of large numbers
it Zmaxg (h, s, w;) 225 F {r}?axg(h x w)] , (A90)
eC

leading to:

1 n

— Zg(hn,xi, w;) <E [maxg(h,:n,w)] almost surely. (A91)

n =1 heC

Similarly, we can also show:

— Zg(hn, i, w;) > E [min g(h,z, w)] almost surely. (A92)
n heC

Therefore, the second term in (A87) is also bounded by constants almost surely. As a result, the
whole expression in (A87) is bounded by constants almost surely for large n

Combining the above results, we conclude that, for all j > 3

D) |

JK,

PR | 0

n

: - —O(n_(;_l)) almost surely.
JIKy, §1 2V J)in2

IN

(A93)

We can now proceed to analyze the integral involving the exponential of the remainder term
yn(u), which appears in the second term on the right-hand-side of (A82). Specifically,

. © E [(ya(2))F
/ e~ T (eyn(u) _ 1) du = V2rE [eyn _ 1} — /27TZ M7 (A94)
where Z ~ N(0,1). Below, we show that all terms on the right-hand-side of (A94) are finite and
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converge to 0 as n increases. To this end, let us start from k£ = 1, noting that

= (1) 7)o 2 (3)
Bl (2) =k |3 P2 o5 o) S s 9B
jZ:; J'n ; j'Kn 23 (1) ; K325 (1)!
J 1s even J 18 even

where the simplification arises because all odd moments of a standard normal are zero, and the even
moments follow from the moment generating function. Given (A93), it follows that E[y,(Z)] — 0
as n — oo. Similarly, it also can be shown that all higher moments of y,(Z) are finite and converge
to 0 as n increases. Consequently, we conclude that

E [ey"(z) — 1] —0 asn— oo.

Therefore, the limit of the second term in the Taylor error expansion (A83) is

Kn " 3

-5 w2 o, (Eo(u))u
lim ez <e oKL — 1) du = 0 almost surely. (A95)
n—oo Kn

The fourth term in the Taylor error expansion (A83) vanishes similarly because f,, is bounded; i.e.,

K " 3
= w , w2 b (52(;&))“
i —_— T2 6Kp —_ =
nIL%O e K fn&i(u))e 2 [e 1| du = 0 almost surely. (A96)
2

Combining (A82) with (A84), (A85), (A95), and (A96), we arrive at the desired result.
O

Proof of Lemma A7. Tt is immediate from (A76) that h,, > 1/4,,. To obtain an upper bound, recall
that z(hy,) = 0, for the function z in (A76). This implies that

1 TiW;
S = — Wy
" thr — 2hnwi — 1
1 - Wy
< —+4 leil (since 2 — 1 > log(2)z for all z > 0)

h
Sn 1 n 1
=(1+ 2 ) —< (14— )=
( - log(2)> hn ~ ( * log(2)> hy’

where s,, = Z;;l x; denotes the number of successful Bernoulli trials. Therefore,

By < <1 + log”@)) ;n (A97)

The upper bound in (A97) also allows us to find a tighter lower bound. Note that 5% is a
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decreasing function of z > 0, and w; < 1 for all i. Therefore, z(h,) = 0 implies

n

w h
hnén_l_ZQthT 11—2 - nn_lsn

Combining this result with (A97), we obtain the following lower bound:

n 1 2
hn(Sn—1> hn, Sn o <1+log(2))5n sn> r sn

n *th_1n72(1+$)$71 25n_1n

(A98)

This completes the proof of (A80).

To prove the second part, we apply the strong law of large numbers, by which *» = Limi T B,

n
" (l—z;)w; as.
E[SC] as n — o9, and %: = 721:1(,” TiJwi __)as

mapping theorem,

E[(1 — x)w] as n — oo. Therefore, by the continuous

hpon, — 1 h 2 1
nen > n__n > L - 5 :=J almost surely as n — oo,
n Qh” —1n L2 2Ly 1

where the expected values L1 = E[z] and Ls = E[(1 — z)w] do not depend on n. Therefore, in the
limit of n — oo, it holds almost-surely that

1 n 1
— <h,<|1 —,
(nJ+ )(5 - < +log2> On

Finally, recall that d,/n 2%, Ly as n — oo. Consequently, we have, almost surely, that: J /Ly <
hn < 1/[log(2)Ls] as n — oc. O

62



	Introduction
	Background and Motivation
	Preview of Our Contributions
	Related Works
	Outline of the Paper

	Setup and Problem Statement
	Methods
	Method Outline
	Assembling the Structured Calibration Set
	A General Quantile Inflation Lemma
	Characterization of the Conformalization Weights
	Finite-Sample Coverage Bounds

	Computational Shortcuts and Cost Analysis
	Efficient Evaluation of the Conformalization Weights
	Consistency of the Generalized Laplace Approximation
	Computational Complexity

	Empirical Demonstrations
	Numerical Experiments with Synthetic Data
	Uniform Sampling Weights
	Heterogeneous Sampling Weights

	Numerical Experiments with MovieLens Data

	Discussion
	Additional Technical Background
	Review of Individual-Level Conformalized Matrix Completion 
	Limitations of the Unadjusted and Bonferroni Baselines
	Implementation Details for the Baselines
	Review of the Classical Laplace Method

	Additional Methodological Details
	Practical Computation of the Conformity Scores
	Hyper-Cubic Confidence Regions
	Hyper-Rectangular Confidence Regions
	Hyper-Spherical Confidence Regions

	Efficient Evaluation of the Conformalization Weights
	Computational Shortcuts and Complexity Analysis
	Evaluation of the Conformalization Weights
	Cost Analysis of Algorithm 1
	Cost Analysis of Algorithm 2

	Estimation of the Sampling Weights

	Additional Empirical Results
	Additional Experiments with Synthetic Data
	Heterogeneous Test Sampling Weights
	Additional Details for sec:worst-slab-experiments

	Investigation of the Coverage Upper Bound
	Additional Results for sec:exp-synthetic-uniform
	Additional Results for sec:exp-synthetic-heterogeneous
	Additional Results for sec:experiments-data

	Mathematical Proofs
	A General Quantile Inflation Lemma
	Conformal Inference with Structured Calibration
	Characterization of the Conformalization Weights
	Finite-Sample Coverage Bounds
	Efficient Evaluation of the Conformalization Weights
	Consistency of the Generalized Laplace Approximation


