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Abstract: Data following an interval structure are increasingly preva-
lent in many scientific applications. In medicine, clinical events are often
monitored between two clinical visits, making the exact time of the event
unknown and generating outcomes with a range format. As interest in
automating healthcare decisions grows, uncertainty quantification via
predictive regions becomes essential for developing reliable and truswor-
thy predictive algorithms. However, the statistical literature currently
lacks a general methodology for interval targets, especially when these
outcomes are incomplete due to censoring. We propose a uncertainty
quantification algorithm and establish its theoretical properties using
empirical process arguments based on a newly developed class of func-
tions specifically designed for interval data structures. Although this pa-
per primarily focuses on deriving predictive regions for interval-censored
data, the approach can also be applied to other statistical modeling
tasks, such as goodness-of-fit assessments. Finally, the applicability of
the methods developed here is illustrated through various biomedical
applications, including two clinical examples: i) sleep time and its link
with cardiovasculuar diseases ii) survival time and physical activity val-
ues.

MSC2020 subject classifications: Primary 62F, 62G, 62N
Keywords: Interval-censoring, Conformal inference, Empirical processes.

1. Introduction

Survival analysis is a core statistical methodology in biomedical research
and precision medicine [40], providing methods to quantify the lifetime of
patients under various conditions and treatments. In these fields, survival
models are the primary tools for establishing the effectiveness of drugs and

1

ar
X

iv
:2

40
8.

16
38

1v
1 

 [
st

at
.M

E
] 

 2
9 

A
ug

 2
02

4

https://mathscinet.ams.org/mathscinet/msc/msc2020.html


/uncervals 2

clinical interventions concerning the occurrence of specific events, as is the
case in clinical trials [18].

Traditionally, practitioners have focused on right-censored outcomes, which
constitute the conventional setting in survival analysis [38]. However, in other
clinical applications, such as digital health, outcomes often possess an inter-
val structure. For instance, with electronic records [34], the time to a clinical
event may occur between two medical visits, as seen in the case of diabetes
mellitus or other chronic diseases. Another example of an interval setup is
found in clinical settings related to sleep studies. Here, patients typically
record the time they go to bed and the time they wake up; however, the
precise moment they actually fall asleep is not documented. This results
in an interval of time during which the event (falling asleep) occurs, but
the exact time within this interval remains unknown. Similarly, with wear-
ables, devices are not worn continuously, and some defined clinical events
may occur between two wear periods. Given that patient monitoring is often
quasi-continuous, it is imperative to develop new methodologies for handling
these interval-structured outcomes. A comprehensive illustration is depicted
in Figure 1.

Quantifying the uncertainty of predictive outcomes is one of the most cru-
cial modeling tasks in statistical sciences, particularly in clinical applications
within personalized medicine [30]. In clinical studies, the response of pa-
tients over time exhibits individual and heterogeneous behavior. Therefore,
when predicting clinical outcomes, there is considerable variability in patient
responses. Reporting only point estimates, such as the conditional mean,
provides partial and imperfect knowledge of the phenomenon under study
and can lead to misleading clinical conclusions regarding the effects of drugs
and interventions [5]. Consequently, measures of uncertainty, such as pre-
dictive regions, should be included in analyses. Although the construction
of covariate-dependent predictive regions has received significant attention
throughout the historical development of statistics [69, 70], the literature
on survival analysis and censored outcomes remains more limited. With the
proliferation of data-driven systems across various scientific and engineering
fields, quantifying uncertainty has become a central research topic within the
statistical and machine learning communities.

A particularly prolific framework that has emerged in recent years is con-
formal inference [69], which encompasses a general family of methods. Given
a random sample DN = {(Xi, Ti) ∈ X × T : 1 ≤ i ≤ N}, assumed to be
at least exchangeable, and a new observation (XN+1, TN+1) ∈ X × T with
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Fig 1: Illustration of a target variable with an interval structure. Each seg-
ment represents a patient. The borders of the black lines indicate medical
checkpoints that bound the true, unknown disease onset. The light grey seg-
ments represent right-censored patients, while the dark grey segments repre-
sent left-censored patients.

the same exchangeability property relative to DN , we can define a predic-
tive region Ĉ1−α(·) ⊂ T such that the following non-asymptotic property is
satisfied:

P(TN+1 ∈ Ĉ1−α(XN+1)) ≥ 1− α.
Here, P represents the joint probability law over the entire dataset DN and
the new data point (XN+1, TN+1). Other methods in the data analysis lit-
erature that address similar scientific problems include Bayesian methods,
which require the subjective specification of priors for automatic uncertainty
quantification, asymptotic approximations based on the central limit theo-
rem, and, more broadly, bootstrapping techniques [61].

The key characteristic of the various methods mentioned is that they op-
erate on scalar, multivariate, and functional random variables T ∈ T (see
review [49]). However, in several scientific applications, the only available in-
formation is a random interval (L,U), where 0 ≤ L ≤ U ≤ ∞ almost surely,
and almost surely T ∈ (L,U) ⊂ T . This setup encompasses right-censoring
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when U =∞ and left-censoring when L = 0.
General methodologies for providing predictive regions of an interval-censored

target typically focus on estimating the conditional distribution [32], but they
may result in poorly calibrated predictive intervals and a higher dependence
on the chosen model. The non-parametric estimation of survival functions
with interval-censored data is based on [66]’s algorithms, which can be de-
rived using a self-consistency argument [16]. Efron also proved that this ap-
proach yields the nonparametric maximum likelihood estimator (NPMLE).
However, significant issues highlighted in the literature include the lack of
uniqueness when the log-likelihood is not strictly concave, and the fact that
consistency results are typically available only under the assumption of a
fixed number of inspection times [26].

In [50] the authors deduce that the NPMLE for the joint distribution func-
tion of an interval-censored survival time and a continuous mark variable is
generally not consistent. Furthermore, the self-consistent approach may not
be consistent even when the inspection times are limited to finitely many
values, as demonstrated by a counterexample in [76]. Additionally, tradi-
tional methodologies in computational statistics, such as the bootstrap, are
known to be inconsistent when using the NPMLE as the reference measure
in the presence of interval censoring [57]. Due to these challenges, practition-
ers often resort to parametric and semi-parametric approaches for modeling
interval-censored data, as these methods are numerically more stable and
yield consistent solutions from both optimization and statistical perspectives
[53].

To address this gap in the literature, the goal of this paper is to introduce a
new uncertainty quantification algorithm, uncervals. This algorithm is theo-
retically grounded in a blend of conformal prediction and bootstrap methods
[57], following the resampling ideas proposed by [55]. Our approach achieves
significantly better calibration, as confirmed by our simulation studies, which
are consistent with previous work (see, for example, [78]). The new method
could be applied to develop novel algorithms for interval-censored data, in-
cluding variable selection methods and goodness-of-fit tests. To derive the
theoretical properties of uncervals, we introduce a new class of functions
that leverage empirical process theory. This new uncertainty interval quan-
tification framework is highly relevant in clinical applications for precision
medicine and digital health, where outcomes often exhibit an interval struc-
ture.

The main contributions of this paper are summarized below:
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1. Practical implications: We introduce a comprehensive uncertainty
quantification algorithm, uncervals, which is compatible with off-the-
shelf regression models tailored for interval-censored data.

2. Theoretical support: To derive the formal guarantees of uncervals,
we introduce a new class of functions that inherently capture the sta-
tistical nature of interval structures. This enables the use of empirical
process theory to establish consistency and convergence rates.

3. Biomedical applications: We illustrate the potential of uncervals
through relevant cases involving interval-censored data. We compare
our approach to naive adaptations of right-censored algorithms and the
consideration of quantiles for conditional survival functions. For these
purposes, we examine the performance of our proposal across differ-
ent scenarios using parametric, semi-parametric, and non-parametric
regression algorithms.

1.1. Paper Structure

The structure of the paper is defined as follows. Section 2 describes the key
literature on uncertainty quantification and conformal prediction for right-
censored data, providing a natural reference context. Section 3 introduces the
algorithms for uncertainty quantification of interval-censored data and their
theoretical analysis (Section 3.1). Section 4 presents a simulation analysis to
examine the theoretical properties of uncervals. Section 5 introduces two
examples to illustrate the potential of the methodology in biomedical appli-
cations. Finally, Section 6 discusses the contributions, limitations and future
research directions of our interval uncertainty quantification framework.

1.2. Notation

e Operating mode (0: deterministic, 1: randomized)

Ĉe1−α(·) Predictive region

L̂1−α(·) Lower Predictive Bound
Ti Unobserved underlying time
Li, Ui Lower and upper bounds of a time interval, respectively
Xi p-dimensional covariates
F True conditional distribution function

F̂1 Estimator of the conditional distribution function
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Φi Conditional probability integral transform of Ti through F̂1

Λi,Υi Evaluations of F̂1 on observable data (Li, Xi) and (Ui, Xi) respectively
P Joint probability law over DN and (XN+1, YN+1)
P Marginal probability law of split 1 P(·) = P(· ∩ I1)
P Probability law conditional on split 1 P (·) = P(·|I1)
n Last index in split 2
N Last index in split 1 and in DN

G(t) Population cdf of Φ1, . . . ,Φn conditional on F̂1

Qn(t) Interval measure, Qn(t) :=
1
n

∑n
i=1

1
Υi−Λi

1(Λi,Υi)(t)

In(t) Interval distribution, In(t) =
∫ t

0
dQn(t

′)
Hn Abstract empirical process,

√
n(Pn − P )

H∗
n Bootstrap empirical process,

√
n(P ∗

n − Pn)
Gn Empirical distribution function of Φ1, . . . ,Φn

ψ(·) | · −b|, b ∈ [0, 1]

Vi Unobserved scores, Vi := ψ(F̂1(Ti, Xi))
rN−n Uniform rate of convergence for survival curves

2. Related work

2.1. Statistical literature on uncertainty quantification

In recent years, uncertainty quantification became an active research area
[25, 55]. The impact of uncertainty quantification on data-driven systems
has led to a remarkable surge of interest in both applied and theoretical
domains. These works delve into the profound implications of uncertainty
quantification in statistics and beyond, such as in the biomedical field [3, 30].

Geisser’s pioneering book [25] develops a mathematical theory of predictive
inference. Building upon Geisser’s foundations, Politis presented a compre-
hensive methodology [55] that effectively harnesses resampling techniques.
Additionally, the book of Vovk, Gammmerman and Shafer [69] has been
pivotal, see recent reviews [2, 20].

One of the most widely used and robust frameworks for quantifying uncer-
tainty in statistical and machine learning models is conformal inference [59].
The central idea of conformal inference is rooted in the concept of exchange-
ability [41], even though we will assume that the observedd random elements
DN are independent and identically distributed (i.i.d.). Now, we present a
general overview of conformal inference methods for regresion models with
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scalar responses. Consider the sequence DN = {(Xi, Ti)}Ni=1 of i.i.d. random
variables. Given a new i.i.d. random pair (X,T ) with respect to DN , con-
formal prediction provides a family of algorithms for constructing predictive
intervals independently of the regression method used, as introduced by [69].

Fix any regression algorithm

A : ∪N≥0 (X × R)N → {measurable functions m̃ : X → R} ,

which maps a data set containing any number of pairs (Xi, Ti), to a fitted
regression function m̃. The algorithm A is required to treat data points sym-
metrically, i.e.,

A
(
(xπ(1), tπ(1)), . . . , (xπ(N), tπ(N))

)
= A

(
(x1, t1), . . . , (xN , tN)

)
(1)

for all N ≥ 1, all permutations π on [N ] = {1, . . . , N}, and all {(xi, ti)}Ni=1.
Next, for each t ∈ R, let

m̃t = A
(
(X1, Y1), . . . , (XN , TN), (X, t)

)
denote the trained model, fitted to the training data together with the test
covariate value X and a hypothesized test response t. Let

Rt
i =

{
|Ti − m̃t(Xi)|, i = 1, . . . , N

|t− m̃t(X)|, i = N + 1.
(2)

The prediction interval for X given by full conformal is then defined as

Ĉ1−α(X) =

{
t ∈ R : Rt

N+1 ≤ (1− α) -quantile of
N+1∑
i=1

1
N+1
· δRt

i
.

}
(3)

The full conformal method is known to guarantee distribution-free finite-
sample predictive coverage at the target level 1− α:

Theorem 2.1 (Full conformal prediction [69]). If the data points DN ∪
{(X,T )} are i.i.d. (or more generally, exchangeable), and the algorithm A
treats the input data points symmetrically as in (1), then the full conformal
prediction set defined in (3) satisfies

P(T ∈ Ĉ1−α(X)) ≥ 1− α.
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The same result holds for split conformal methods, which separates the fitting
and ranking steps using sample splitting, and its computational cost is simply
that of the fitting step [42].

Conformal inference techniques have been applied to various regression set-
tings, including estimation of the conditional mean [42], conditional quantiles
[58], and different functionals of conditional distributions [8, 60]. In recent
years, multiple extensions of conformal inference techniques have emerged to
handle counterfactual inference problems [7, 36, 74], heterogeneous policy ef-
fect [6], reinforcement learning [13], federated learning [48], outlier detection
[4], hyphotesis testing [31], robust optimization [37], multilevel structures
[15, 19], missing data [51, 77], and survival analysis problems [5, 63], as well
as problems involving dependent data such as time series and spatial data
[7, 62, 72, 73].

Asymptotic marginal- and in certain cases, conditional- guarantees for the
coverage are provided in [11, 71, 79]. The key idea behind these approaches
is the application of resampling techniques, originally proposed by [56], to
residuals or other score measures. Notably, these methodologies are appli-
cable regardless of the predictive algorithm being used, as emphasized by
[55].

Bayesian methods are also an important framework to quantify uncer-
tainty (see [9]), which can also be integrated with conformal inference meth-
ods [2, 19, 54]. Assuming Gaussian errors and linearity [46, 64] is a classical
and popular approach. However, the latter techniques generally introduce
stronger parametric assumptions in statistical modeling and include the lim-
itation or difficulty in selecting the appropriate prior distribution in Bayesian
modeling [23]. The theory of tolerance regions gives another connection with
the problem studied here [21, 29], which was generalized for the multivariate
case with the notion of depth bands (see [45]). However, a few conditional
depth measures are available in the literature [22]. Depth band measures
for statistical objects that take values in metric spaces have recently been
proposed [14, 24, 47, 68] but only in the unconditional case.

We now discuss in detail the non-parametric literature on conformal pre-
diction for censored outcomes, focusing on right-censoring, as presented in
[5] and [28]
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2.2. Non-parametric conformal prediction for right-censored
outcomes

Survival analysis traditionally aims to infer the probability that a patient will
survive beyond a specified time. This is often complicated by the presence
of censored data, where for some patients, survival times are only known
to exceed a certain value due to limitations such as the end of a study pe-
riod. Machine learning methods are introduced as promising tools for han-
dling such complex data without relying on strong modeling assumptions.
However, these methods face challenges in quantifying uncertainty, which is
critical for making reliable predictions in high-stakes situations. To overcome
this problem, [5] present a fully non-parametric conformal methodology for
right-censoring outcomes in survival analysis to construct prediction intervals
for survival times. This new methodology is particularly relevant in modern
healthcare applications, such as the COVID-19 pandemic, where accurate
prediction of survival times is crucial for resource allocation and decision-
making in public health crises.

The type of predictive region they propose is called the lower predictive
bound (LPB), which can be seen as a one-sided tolerance region. The LPB
serves as a conservative estimate of the survival time, offering a critical tool
for high-stakes decision-making by ensuring that the true survival time falls
above this bound with a specified probability. We say an LPB L̂1−α(·) is
calibrated if it satisfies the following coverage criterion:

P(TN+1 ≥ L̂1−α(XN+1)) ≥ 1− α,

where α is a pre-specified level (e.g., α ∈ [0, 1]), and the probability is com-
puted over both DN and a future unit (XN+1, TN+1) that is independent
of the training sample DN = {(X1, T1), . . . , (XN , TN)}. This can be seen as
a predictive interval whose upper border is +∞, serving as a conservative
assessment of survival.

Let T̃i = min(Ti, Ci) be the censored survival times. Upon making the
following elementary observation:

T̃ ≤ T =⇒ any calibrated LPB on T̃ is also a calibrated LPB on T (4)

a naive approach to construct distribution-free LPBs in right-censored sce-
narios immediately arises: just apply conformal prediction over the censored
target T̃ in a one-sided fashion. However, this approach is overconservative in
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the sense that it will lead to an excessively low L̂1−α(·). [5] observe that this
phenomenon is related to censoring times being overall smaller than survival
times. This led them to apply conformal inference on subpopulations with
larger censoring times and correcting for the covariate shift this involved by
using a one-sided version of weighted conformal inference [65]. It can even be
shown that if (T,X) ⊥ C, then the covariate shift vanishes and the technique
reduces to applying conformal inference on (Xi, Ti ∧ c0)Ci≥c0

. This has two
main problems:

• In general, there is no access to censoring times in practical situations.
This would involve, for instance, knowing when a person would quit
from a clinical trial even though this individual has experienced the
event of death.

• Their approach depends on a hyperparameter c0 that selects a sub-
population with censoring times bigger than c0. Figure 2 serves as an
illustration of how sensitive the approach by [5] is to the hyperparam-
eter c0.

• In some clinical applications, such as oncology where some patients
have a short expected survival, truncating the observations to C ≥ c0
does not make biological sense.
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Fig 2: Evolution of empirical coverage with the threshold c0 used in [5]. The
desirable outcome would be a horizontal line at 0.9. Setup details in 4.3
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To generalize the non-asymptotic guarantees for interval-censored data,
where only (L,U) containing almost surely the true survival time T are ob-
served, we base our approach on an observation analogous to (4):

L ≤ T =⇒ any calibrated LPB on L is also a calibrated LPB on T (5)

The first immediate issue of this approach is that it would lead to even less
tight LPBs. However, there is a clear benefit from this, which is the well-
known finite sample size coverage guarantee inherent to conformal inference,
as stated in Theorem 3.1. Another basic observation is that an interval whose
lower and upper borders are respectively the α

2
and 1− α

2
quantiles of T given

X = x is conditionally valid. This would be brought into practice by plugging
consistent estimators of such quantiles, recoverable from the conditional sur-
vival function estimated by, for instance, interval-censored recursive forests
[33] algorithm. However, this naive algorithm suffers from inherent problems
due to the lack of calibration steps.

3. Predictive regions for interval-censored targets

Let T be an a.s. positive random variable representing true event times. In
our setup, there will never be access to a sample from T but from L and U ,
which are two neighboring checkup points quantifying the interval where T
is known to lie within. Let X be real p-dimensional covariates. Our sample
is

(L1, U1, X1), (L2, U2, X2), . . . , (LN , UN , XN) ∼ (L,U,X) i.i.d

where we assume the existence of underlying T1, T2, . . . , TN respecting Li ≤
Ti ≤ Ui almost surely for each 1 ≤ i ≤ N . The formalism we propose includes
interval-, right- and left-censoring observations as special cases. We encode
with Ui = ∞ a right-censored observation and with Li = 0 a left-censored
observation. Otherwise, (Li, Ui) represents an interval-censored observation.

Let F (t, x) = P (Ti ≤ t | Xi = x) denote the conditional cumulative distri-
bution function (cdf) of Ti given Xi = x. Throughout the paper, we will split
the whole data {1, . . . , N} into I1 := {n + 1, . . . , N} and I2 := {1, . . . , n}.
Because of being our data i.i.d, random splits are also possible.

1, . . . , n− 1, n︸ ︷︷ ︸
split 2

, n+ 1, . . . , N − 1, N︸ ︷︷ ︸
split 1

, N + 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
new
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We assume we have obtained an estimator F̂1 of F based on the half-
sample I1. We denote by Λi := F̂1(Li, Xi), Υi := F̂1(Ui, Xi) the evaluations
of F̂1 on observable data coming I1 and indexed by i = 1, . . . , n according
to how it was chosen. We denote by Φi := F̂1(Ti, Xi) the evaluations of F̂1

on the underlying survival times Ti. We do not have access to Φi but we
need to postulate them. Upon fixing {(Li, Ui, Xi)}i∈I1- and therefore also

F̂1(·, ·)- then {(Φi,Λi,Υi)}i∈I2 are i.i.d. because they are evaluations on an
i.i.d. sample of a function that became deterministic after conditioning. We
denote by P the conditional-on-split-1 joint law of (Φ,Λ,Υ) and by G the
population cdf of Φ1, . . . ,Φn conditional on F̂1.
Let ψ(·) = |· − b|. For now, b = 1

2
. When F (·, x) is a symmetric unimodal

distribution with a well-defined conditional density, then b = 1/2 is optimal
in the sense that the interval outputted by Algorithm 1 has minimum length
asymptotically1. An extension to choose b optimally to ensure efficiency as in
[8] would be certainly possible, but in this article we are interested in LPBs
as is natural in survival analysis applications, so that we set b = 1 unless
explicitly stated.

Algorithm 1 uncervals

Require: {(Li, Ui, Xi)}Ni=1, α, XN+1, e

1: Split {1, . . . , N} into I1 := {n+ 1, . . . , N} and I2 := {1, . . . , n}
2: Obtain F̂1 (1− conditional survival function) using an off-the-shelf semi-parametric

model for interval-censored responses based on I1.
3: for i = 1, . . . , n do
4: j ← sample({1, . . . , n}, replace = True)
5: if e = 0 then
6: Φ∗

i ← F̂1(Lj , Xj)
7: else
8: Φ∗

i ← F̂1(Lj , Xj) + runif(0, 1)(F̂1(Uj , Xj)− F̂1(Lj , Xj))
9: end if
10: V̂ ∗

i ← ψ (Φ∗
i )

11: end for
12: Q̂∗

I2
← (1− α) (1 + 1/n) empirical quantile of

{
V̂ ∗
i

}
Final (1− α) prediction set Ĉe(1−α)(XN+1)←

{
t ≥ 0 : ψ(F̂1(t,XN+1)) ≤ Q̂∗

I2

}

The user is free to choose between two operating modes indexed by e = 0, ∗.
1The fact that b = 1/2 leads to results that are asymptotically similar to the oracle has

nothing to do with optimal (smallest) length.
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The main, general one e = ∗ has desirable asymptotic coverage properties
provided the base method employed for estimation of the conditional sur-
vival function is well behaved when sample size tends to infinite. The second
operating mode e = 0 is a generalization of [5] which enjoys finite sample size
calibration guarantees paying the price of overconservativeness; as the origi-
nal approach suffers. All in all, our new approach does not rely in choosing
any hyperparameter.

Observe that if we set b = 1 then

Ĉe(1−α) (XN+1) =
{
t :
∣∣∣F̂1 (t,XN+1)− 1

∣∣∣ ≤ Q̂∗
I2

}
=
{
t : 1− F̂1 (t,XN+1) ≤ Q̂∗

I2

}
=
{
t : Ŝ1 (t,XN+1) ≤ Q̂∗

I2

}.
As (empirical) survival functions are monotonically decreasing, we have

that the previous set is indeed given by an LPB upon setting b = 1:

L̂(1−α)(XN+1) =
(
inf{t : Ŝ1 (t,XN+1) ≤ Q̂∗

I2},+∞
)

Theorem 3.1 (Finite-sample validity of uncervals). Set e = 0, or equiv-
alently, consider the evaluations of F̂1 on the left borders of the intervals.
Suppose that the data are i.i.d. or exchangeable and that the estimator of the
conditional survival function is invariant to permutations of the data. Then
Ĉ0(1−α)(·) is an LPB and

P
(
Tn+1 ∈ Ĉ0(1−α) (Xn+1)

)
≥ 1− α.

3.1. Statistical theory: the interval process

We have introduced uncervals, an algorithm that in practice is constituted
by a symbiosis between conformal prediction and the bootstrap. However,
from a theoretical perspective its foundations are rooted in a new class of
functions whose properties capture the phenomenology of interval data and
enable the establishment of performance guarantees through VC theory ar-
guments.

Upon fixing F̂1, we have transitioned to an auxiliary sample

(Λ1,Υ1), (Λ2,Υ2), . . . , (Λn,Υn)
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which is i.i.d. (exchangeable provided the original sample was so) after having
fixed F̂1 and respects the constraint 0 ≤ Λi ≤ Φi ≤ Υi ≤ 1 P-a.s. for each
1 ≤ i ≤ n. Classical split distributional conformal prediction relies on the
(1 − α) (1 + 1/n) empirical quantile of ψ(Φ1), . . . , ψ(Φ2). In the presence of
interval-censoring, we do not have access to Φ1, . . . ,Φn and even less to the
aforementioned empirical quantile. However, we will use them as auxiliary
entities to support our theoretical arguments, even though they are never
utilized by Algorithm 1.

We will use the following conceptual bridge to open a connection between
conformal inference and empirical process theory. Suppose Φ1, . . . ,Φn+1 are
exchangeable random variables free from ties. The rank of the n + 1-th
observation Φn+1 among Φ1, . . . ,Φn+1 is uniformly distributed over the set
{1, . . . , n+ 1}. What is to say, under exchangeability we have

P
{
rank(Φn+1)

n+ 1
> ϵ

}
≥ 1− ϵ, for all ϵ ∈ [0, 1]

The key connection with empirical process theory is the following observation:

rank(Φn+1)

n+ 1
=

# {i = 1, . . . , n+ 1 : Φi ≥ Φn+1}
n+ 1

=
n∑

i=1

1

n+ 1
1{Φi ≥ Φn+1}

= 1− ecdfΦ1,...,Φn+1(Φn+1)

In this way, the the problem reduces to the study of the asymptotic prop-
erties of the empirical distribution function of the Φ1, . . . ,Φn. One of the
core mechanisms of split conformal is the following fact: if original data was
i.i.d. (resp. exchangeable), then conditional on split 1 scores are i.i.d (resp.
exchangeable) even though model was not well specified. If we condition on
the proper training set then the calibration residuals in split 2 and the test
residual are all i.i.d. (resp. exchangeable). We will see that it is the theo-
retical mechanism inherent to split conformal of conditioning on a subset of
data what makes bootstrap being valid. Under interval censoring, we lose
access to the Φ1, . . . ,Φn, but we will see that it is still possible to recover
bootstrap replicates Φ∗

1, . . . ,Φ
∗
n from a very particular distribution coined by

us the interval measure.

Definition 3.2. For 0 ≤ t ≤ 1 given a sample (Λ1,Υ1), (Λ2,Υ2), . . . , (Λn,Υn)
satisfying 0 ≤ Λi ≤ Υi ≤ 1 a.s. for each 1 ≤ i ≤ n, we define the interval
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measure as

Qn(t) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

1

Υi − Λi

1(Λi,Υi)(t)

Having access to a hypothetical sample {(Φi,Λi,Υi)}ni=1 (which is not the
case because we miss the Φi’s), the empirical measure is traditionally de-
fined for 0 ≤ t, ϕ, λ, υ ≤ 1 as Pn(ϕ, λ, υ) =

1
n

∑n
i=1 δΦi,Λi,Υi

(ϕ, λ, υ). The first
observation to be made is that, in contrast with the empirical measure, the
interval measure is not composed by atoms placed on the observations but
by probability boxes.

It is easy to prove by basic integration of constant functions that the length
of [0, t] with respect to the interval measure is given by∫ t

0

dQn(t
′)

=
1

n

n∑
i=1

1

Υi − Λi

[
(t− Λi)1[0,t](Λi) + (Υi − t)1[0,t](Υi)

]
=: In(t)

We call In(t) the interval distribution for 0 ≤ t ≤ 1. It is important not to
miss the original sample picture:

I1 F̂1

I2 In
Now let G = {gt(l, u) : t ∈ [0, 1]}, where

gt : (l, u) 7→ 1{0≤l≤u≤1}
1

u− l
[
(t− l)1[0,t|(l) + (u− t)1[0,t](u)

]
.

Remark 3.1. Note that for l = u =: w with 0 ≤ w ≤ 1 we have gt(w,w) =
1[0,t](w), 0 ≤ t ≤ 1

Let t ∈ [0, 1]. Then In(t) = Pngt. Provided that Egt(Λ,Υ) = G(t), where
G is the true cumulative distribution function of the Φ′

is, the interval process√
n (In −G) coincides with the abstract empirical process indexed by the

class G: {
√
n(Pn − P )gt, gt ∈ G}. As G has a finite envelope function, the

map
√
n(Pn − P ) =: Hn can be viewed as an element in ℓ∞(G) classically

known as the empirical process.
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Fig 3: Combinatorial ground of Theorem 3.3: an illustration of how the shut-
tering principle of VC theory acts at the core of the arguments encountered
in its proof.

3.1.1. Donsker-universality

The main theoretical result of this paper is the proof that the abstract em-
pirical process converges weakly in ℓ∞(G), meaning that G is a Donsker class.
This is particularly useful because the bootstrap method is always asymp-
totically valid for Donsker classes of functions.

Theorem 3.3. G is Donsker for any distribution on (L,U) such that 0 ≤
L ≤ U ≤ 1 almost surely. Moreover, G has a finite envelope function.

We depict in Figure 3 the main step in the proof of Theorem 3.3, which
essentially involves demonstrating that the class

{
1{l≤t<u}(t− l) : t ∈ [0, 1]

}
has a VC index ≤ 3. To show it using a shattering principle, one needs
to demonstrate that no set of 3 points can be shattered by the class. This
involves proving that for any set of 3 points, there does not exist a subset
of functions in the class that can realize all possible dichotomies (i.e., all
possible ways to separate the points into two groups). In other words, there
must be at least one dichotomy that cannot be represented by any function
in the class for any set of 3 points. If this condition holds for every set of 3
points, then the VC index of the class is indeed 3.

3.1.2. Unbiasedness

In scenarios involving right-censored failure time data, it is typically assumed
that the censoring time is independent of the survival time, either marginally
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or conditionally when accounting for external covariates. However, this as-
sumption does not readily extend to cases of interval censoring. In the context
of the previously defined notation, where L and U denote the interval end-
points and T represents the survival time, there exists an inherent relation-
ship expressed as L < T ≤ U . For interval-censored data, the appropriate
assumption to adopt is the noninformative interval censoring assumption
[80], specified as follows.

Assumption 1.

P(T ≤ t | L = l, U = u, L < T ≤ U,X = x) = P(T ≤ t | l < T ≤ u,X = x).

Assumption 1 essentially states that, except for the fact that T lies be-
tween l and u, which are the realizations of L and U , the interval (L,U) (or
equivalently its endpoints L and U) does not provide any extra information
for T . In other words, the probabilistic behavior of T remains the same except
that the original sample space T ≥ 0 is now reduced to l = L < T ≤ U = u.

Assumption 2. There exist 0 < τ <∞ and rN−n such that

sup
t≤τ,x∈Rp

∣∣∣F̂1 (t, x)− F (t, x)
∣∣∣ = OP (rN−n)

Have into account that N − n is the sample size of split 1, the data used
to estimate F̂1. For example, under certain assumptions, in [10] the authors
derive the following uniform rate of convergence for single-draw-per-person
random survival forest (technical details regarding nmin, α, φ and dl can be
found in that article)

r′N−n = max


√

log(N − n) {log (nmin) + log log(N − n)}
nmin

,

(
nmin

N − n

) log((1−α)−1)

log(α−1)
0.991φ
maxl dl


Assumption 3.

F (T,X) ⊥ X

Assumption 3 states that the model is well-specified and has as an immediate
consequence the following result.

Proposition 3.1. Let Assumption 1 hold. If F is continuous on t for all x,

F (T,X) | L = l, U = u, L < T ≤ U,X = x ∼ U(F (l, x), F (u, x))
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Notice that if Φ,Λ,Υ were built oracle-wise; i.e. using the true conditional
distribution function F instead of F̂1, then if Assumption 1 is true and F is
continuous on t for all x we have that Φ is uniformly distributed on [Λ,Υ]
conditional on Λ,Υ.

Proposition 3.2. Let Assumption 1 hold and let F be continuous on its
first argument for all x. Let U(F̂1(l, x), F̂1(u, x))(·) be the cdf of the uniform
distribution over the interval (F̂1(l, x), F̂1(u, x)) and define J(·, l, u, x) :=

P
(
F̂1(T,X) ≤ · | l ≤ T ≤ u,X = x

)
. Then,

J(·, l, u, x)− U(F̂1(l, x), F̂1(u, x))(·) = OP(rN−n)

Note that the P involved in the stochastic order symbol OP represents the
marginal probability distribution of split 1. We need the following auxiliary
result to ensure that the interval distribution is an unbiased estimator of G.

For the sake of formal simplicity in the proofs, we will assume that the Φi

are genuine probability integral transforms constructed using F , as justified
by Proposition 3.2.

Lemma 3.4. Let Φ be uniformly distributed on [Λ,Υ] conditional on Λ,Υ.
Then

E1{Φ ≤ · ≤ Υ} = E

[
1{Λ ≤ · ≤ Υ} · − Λ

Υ− Λ

]
,

where the expectation is taken jointly wrt to Φ,Λ,Υ.

The proof of the next Corollary is inmediate having into account the two
previous results and writing G(t) = P (Φ ≤ t) = E1{Φ ≤ t}

Corollary 3.1. Suppose Assumption 1 is true and that F is continuous on
t for all x. Then for any t ∈ [0, 1], the following holds

Egt(Λ,Υ) = G(t)

where the expectation is taken jointly wrt to Φ,Λ,Υ.

Corollary 3.2. The sequence of interval processes

√
n (In −G)

converges in distribution in the space D[0, 1] to a tight random element HP ,
whose marginal distributions are zero-mean normal.
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The limit process that shows up in Corollary 3.2, HP , is a Brownian bridge
because of multivariate central limit theorem: given any finite set of measur-
able functions gi with Pg

2
i <∞ then (Hng1, . . . ,Hngk)⇝ (HP (1), . . . ,HP (k)),

where the vector on the right possesses a multivariate-normal distribution
with mean zero, provided that Assumption 1 is true and that F is continu-
ous on t for all x.

Bootstrapping In generates a sample Φ∗
1, . . . ,Φ

∗
n giving rise to the bootstrap

empirical measure, which corresponds to

P ∗
n = n−1

n∑
i=1

δΦ∗
i=Λ∗

i=Υ∗
i
(ϕ, λ, υ)

and to the bootstrap empirical process

H∗
n =
√
n (P ∗

n − Pn) ∈ ℓ∞(G)

Remark 3.2. Let t ∈ [0, 1]. Then, in virtue of Remark 3.1 we have P ∗
ngt =

n−1
∑n

i=1 1{Φ∗
i ≤ t} := I∗n(t).

Corollary 3.3. Conditionally given Φ1,Λ1,Υ1,Φ2,Λ2,Υ2 . . . the sequence√
n (I∗n − In) converges to HP .

Corollary 3.3, whose proof is inmediate by using Theorem 23.7 in [67], is
the key formal step of our theoretical arguments, which can be graphically
regarded as

(In −G) HP

(I∗n − In)

O
(

1√
n

)

O
(

1√
n

)
cond. Φ1,Λ1,Υ1,Φ2,Λ2,Υ2...

or informally writing,

√
n (I∗n − In) | In

d
≈
√
n (In −G)

The next result constitutes the last auxiliary step to be taken towards
deriving the asymptotic guarantees of uncervals.
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Lemma 3.5. Let Gn be the empirical distribution function of Φ1, . . . ,Φn

(unknown). Then,
Gn(ϕ)− In(ϕ) = oP (1)

The proof is as follows: Gn(ϕ)− In(ϕ) = Gn(ϕ)− G(ϕ) + G(ϕ)− In(ϕ) =
oP (1) + oP (1) = oP (1) because of the classical Glivenko-Cantelli Theorem
and Theorem 3.2.

We now present two significant results regarding the consistency of untervals,
which form a crucial part of this paper.

Theorem 3.6 (Asymptotic unconditional validity). Let Assumptions 1 and
2 hold. Then,

P
(
TN+1 ∈ Ĉ∗(1−α) (XN+1)

)
= 1− α + oP(1).

Theorem 3.7 (Asymptotic conditional validity). Let Assumptions 1,2 and
3 hold. Then,

P
(
TN+1 ∈ Ĉ∗(1−α) (XN+1) | XN+1

)
= 1− α + oP(1).

Remark 3.3. Have into account that the probability P involved in Theorems
3.6 and 3.7 (unconditional and conditional on XN+1 respectively) is the one
from which the entire dataset DN and the new data point (XN+1, YN+1) were
originally sampled.

The proof of Theorem 3.7 is the same as that of Theorem 3.6 having into
account that under correct specification, ranks are independent of the predic-
tors unlike regression residuals. Theorems 3.6 and 3.7 establish the asymp-
totic validity of our procedure under weak and easy to verify conditions.
Also, Theorem 3.7 implies that under its assumptions, Algorithm 1 outputs
an interval that asymptotically coincides with the oracle when b = 1

2
.

3.1.3. Convergence rates

We start with a finite-sample bound for the supremum of the absolute differ-
ence between the empirical and theoretical cumulative distribution functions
(cdfs) of the unobserved scores. For i ∈ I2 define Fi = F (Ti, Xi) and let ψ(Fi)
be the oracle scores. Let G̃(v) = 1

n

∑n
i=1 1 {ψ(Fi) < v} be the empirical cdf

of oracle scores and Ĝ(v) = n−1
∑n

i=1 1 {Vi < v}. Recall that Vi = F̂1(Ti, Xi).



/uncervals 21

Lemma 3.8. Assume that G is such that supx1 ̸=x2
|G (x1)−G (x2)| / |x1 − x2| :=

W <∞, i.e. G is W -Lipschitz. Then we have for any δ > 0

sup
v∈R

∣∣∣Ĝ(v)−G(b+ v) +G(b− v)
∣∣∣ ≤

2
supt≤τ,x∈Rp

∣∣∣F̂1(t, x)− F (t, x)
∣∣∣2

δ2
+ 2δW + 3 sup

v∈R
|G̃(v)−G(b+ v) +G(b− v)| P− a.s.

Observe that G(b+ v)−G(b− v) is the theoretical cdf of the oracle scores
|F (Ti, Xi)− b|.

The proof of Lemma 3.8 is an adaptation from that of Lemma 1 in [8] and
having into account that

n−1

n∑
i=1

(|Vi − ψ(Fi)|)2 = n−1

n∑
i=1

(∣∣∣∣F̂1(Ti, Xi)−
1

2

∣∣∣∣− ∣∣∣∣F (Ti, Xi)−
1

2

∣∣∣∣)2

≤ n−1

n∑
i=1

(∣∣∣F̂1(Ti, Xi)− F (Ti, Xi)
∣∣∣)2 .

Next, we use the classical Glivenko-Cantelli Theorem for the part involving
G̃, and for the rest, we choose δ optimally to tighten the bound in Lemma
3.8 as much as possible.

Proposition 3.3. Let Assumption 2 hold and let G be W - Lipschitz. Then,

sup
v∈R

∣∣∣Ĝ(x)−G(b+ v) +G(b− v)
∣∣∣ = OP

(
(WrN−n)

2/3
)
+OP

(
n−1/2

)
Corollary 3.4 (Convergence rate of uncervals). Let Assumptions 1,2 and
3 hold. Also, let G be Lipschitz. Then,

P
(
TN+1 ∈ Ĉ∗(1−α) (XN+1) | XN+1

)
= 1− α +OP

(
max{r2/3N−n, n

−1/2}
)
.

3.2. Technical considerations of LPBs under right-censoring

Consider a covariate-free setup where only right censoring takes place. Con-
sider survival functions with S(0) = 1 and restricted to [0, τ ], where τ < ∞
is such that neither the survival function of the true times nor the one of
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the censoring times is zero coming from the left. Then Ŝ is uniformly con-
sistent for S over [0, τ ], where Ŝ is the Kaplan-Meier estimator defined as

Ŝ(t) =
∏

i:Ti≤t

(
1− di

ni

)
, where Ti denote observed events, di denote number

of deaths that happen at Ti and ni denote number of individuals at risk just
before Ti (units that have been censored are not considered to be at risk),
see [38, 39]. The Kaplan-Meier estimator does not reach zero beyond the last
observed event time if there are still individuals at risk who have not expe-
rienced the event (right-censored). Beyond the last event time, there are no
further decreases in the estimator, leading to a tail that does not drop to zero.

Using predictive regions of the form
{
t : b− Q̂∗

I2 ≤ F̂1(t) ≤ b+ Q̂∗
I2

}
can lead

to LPBs because there might not exist 0 < t < τ such that b− Q̂∗
I2 > F̂1(t),

resulting in a confidence interval with an infinite upper bound. This incon-
sistency arises when the desired regions’ image under F̂1 is centered around
b ∈ (0, 1), such as the median when b = 1

2
. Recall that setting b = 1 when

using uncervals produces predictive regions for survival time of the form{
y : Ŝ1(y) ≤ Q̂∗

I2

}
, ensuring that the definition of the confidence region is

not contradicted despite the tail behaviours of the Kaplan-Meier estimator.

4. Simulation studies

To simulate interval-censored responses, we modify the function simIC weib2

from the R package icenReg [1] so that we can directly provide the regression
surface evaluated on the sampled covariates. Consider the following model
for the underlying observations:

p log (sT ) = −r(X) +H (6)

where p > 0, s > 0, H follows the standard minimum extreme value type
I (Gumbel) distribution. r(·) is a function of the covariates. The cdf of T
conditional on X = x is

F (t, x) = P (T ≤ t | X = x) = P (p log (sT ) ≤ p log (st) | X = x)

= P (−r(x) +H ≤ p log (st))

= P (H ≤ p log (st) + r(x))

And therefore we have that

2https://github.com/cran/icenReg/blob/master/R/user_utilities.R

https://github.com/cran/icenReg/blob/master/R/user_utilities.R
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S(t, x) = 1− P (T ≤ t | X = x)

= 1− (1− exp(− exp(p log (st) + r(x))))

= exp(− exp(p log (st) + r(x)))

We use (4) to create a simulation setup (“oracle”) where instead of es-
timating F̂1 with a distributional regression algorithm on split 1, we just
evaluate 1− S(t, x) on split 2. The cumulative hazard is

H(t, x) = − log(S(t, x)) = exp(p log (st) + r(x)) = (st)per(x)

Therefore, Equation 6 hides a Cox model with baseline cumulative hazard
H0(t) = (st)p, corresponding to a Weibull distribution of scale and shape
parameters s and p respectively. We could have changed p log (sT ) by any
strictly monotonically increasing function (first, we just need to preserve in-
equalities inside probabilities and second, inverse of these functions is always
guaranteed to exist).

4.1. Verfication of asympotic properties

We empirically corroborate what Theorem 3.6 implies: the probability that
the new observation TN+1 falls within the prediction interval Ĉ∗(1−α)(XN+1) is

approximately 1−α as the sample size grows. The term oP(1) denotes a small
error term that converges to zero in probability as the sample size increases,
signifying that the approximation becomes more accurate with larger sample
sizes.

In this setup, uncervals is working under e = 1 operating mode, i.e. we
uniformly randomize Φ∗ over the interval whose upper and lower borders are
F̂1 evaluations on the original intervals.

We prepare four different simulation scenarios, the setup of which is de-
scribed in Table 1. The underlying true times are simulated according to
model 6. These are then censored with a case II interval-censoring mech-
anism (see https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/icenReg/index.
html). Time between inspections is distributed as runif(min = 0, max =

inspectLength). Then, we check the frequency with which the intervals out-
putted by our algorithm contain the true time-to-event over 100 test points.
We average the results across 100 different training sets. This procedure is
repeated for six different nominal coverages (0.5, 0.7, 0.8, 0.9, 0.95, 0.99) and
four (100, 200, 500, 1000) different sample sizes. For each row in Table 1,

https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/icenReg/index.html
https://cran.r-project.org/web/packages/icenReg/index.html
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we choose different base estimators for F̂1. In the “Linear PH” case, we use
ic sp(Surv(L, U, type = ’interval2’), model = ’ph’) from the icenReg
package to fit F̂1. In the “Non-linear PH” case, we use Interval Censored Re-
cursive Forests [33] with ntree=20, nfold=2. The marginal case is the same
as “Linear PH” but with no covariates specified. For the “Oracle” mode, the
true survival function, as derived in 4, is directly passed to our approach.
The results are visible in Figure 4.

p inspections inspectLength r(X)
Linear PH 2 5 0.2 −0.1X1

Non-linear PH 2 5 0.5 |5X2 − 0.5|
No covariates 0 3 0.5 0
Oracle 5 5 0.2 sin(πX1) + 2 |X2 − 0.5|+X3

3

Table 1
Note the increased difficulty for the “No covariates” case, where there are only 3 checkup

points. Also, in the “Linear PH” case the covariates were simulated with correlation
ρ = 0.1

4.2. Comparison of different LPBs

We consider three different sample sizes and numbers of covariates. For each
sample size and number of covariates, we evaluate three different algorithms
for uncertainty quantification. We propose α1 = 0.8, α2 = 0.9, α3 = 0.95. In
all cases, we set b = 1 (therefore LPB).

1. Checking if F̂1(t,Xnew) is greater than α: the LPB has as a lower bound
the estimated α quantile (naive quantile).

2. Our approach with e = 0, this is, considering evaluations of F̂1 just on
the left borders, thus the trivial extension of [5]. Instead of randomizing

Φ∗
i ← runif

(
F̂1 (Lj, Xj) , F̂1 (Uj, Xj)

)
we set Φ∗

i ← F̂1 (Lj, Xj) so that

the finite sample coverage bound holds.
3. Our approach with e = ∗ (randomizing between border evaluations).

The results are visible in Tables 2-10.

4.3. Evaluating Conformalized Survival Analysis

In the Conformalized Survival Analysis paper [5], the censoring mechanism
is leveraged to mitigate the conservativeness of naive approaches driven by
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Table 2
Results for naive

quantile and Level 1−α1

p = 1 p = 3 p = 5 p = 10

20.79 21.08 22.1 23.58
20.26 20.51 20.79 21.73
20.18 20.24 20.49 21.19

Table 3
Results for uncervals,

e=0 and Level 1− α1

p = 1 p = 3 p = 5 p = 10

38.34 38.23 39.28 39.44
38.08 38.74 40.05 40.85
38.05 38.63 40.32 41.25

Table 4
Results for uncervals,

e=* and Level 1− α1

p = 1 p = 3 p = 5 p = 10

20.67 20.64 20.81 21.48
20.23 20.12 20.2 20.44
20.2 19.95 20.06 20.63

Table 5
Results for naive

quantile and Level 1−α2

p = 1 p = 3 p = 5 p = 10

11.85 12.55 13.87 15.87
10.9 11.51 12.21 13.47
10.71 10.94 11.69 12.82

Table 6
Results for uncervals,

e=0 and Level 1− α2

p = 1 p = 3 p = 5 p = 10

26.06 25.69 25.9 25.22
25.81 26.1 26.43 26.95
25.8 26.07 27.02 27.42

Table 7
Results for uncervals,

e=* and Level 1− α2

p = 1 p = 3 p = 5 p = 10

11.76 12.21 12.74 13.84
10.9 11.01 11.7 12.24
10.58 10.68 11.29 12.31

Table 8
Results for naive

quantile and Level 1−α3

p = 1 p = 3 p = 5 p = 10

7.99 8.79 9.98 11.92
6.93 7.46 8.35 9.69
6.5 6.81 7.75 8.96

Table 9
Results for uncervals,

e=0 and Level 1− α3

p = 1 p = 3 p = 5 p = 10

18.35 18.04 17.68 17.33
17.97 17.84 17.82 18.17
17.88 17.86 18.43 18.68

Table 10
Results for uncervals,

e=* and Level 1− α3

p = 1 p = 3 p = 5 p = 10

8.11 8.64 9.21 10.36
6.93 7.17 8.02 8.7
6.36 6.67 7.47 8.6
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Fig 4: Empirical vs nominal coverage for the setup in Section 4.1. It must
be noted that throughout our simulations, uncervals was operating b =
0.5. This means that we are considering intervals whose image by S(·, x) is
centered around 0.5.

small censoring times. By introducing a threshold c0 and focusing on sub-
populations where C ≥ c0, they address the distributional shift between
subpopulations and the whole population. This shift arises because patients
with larger censoring times tend to be healthier, leading to different joint
and conditional distributions of the variables X, C, and T . The authors sug-
gest using a secondary censored outcome T ∧ c0 and highlight that while
there is a covariate shift, this can be adjusted by reweighting the samples
through weighted conformal inference [65], allowing for a calibrated lower
prediction bound (LPB) on T ∧ c0 and thus on T . This approach reduces
the power loss due to censoring, but depends on choosing the threshold hy-
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perparameter c0. We performed a sensitivity analysis of the cfsurv function
from the cfsurvival package. Performance in terms of empirical coverage
depends strongly on the chosen c0, as seen in Figure 2. We simulate as in Sec-
tion 4 but now setting par shape=2, par scale=1, par inspections=5,
n = 2000, X ∼ U(0, 2) and r(X) = X without left censoring. Under this
configuration, right-censoring amounts to approximately 30%. For a grid of
c0 ranging from 0.1 to 1 we launch conformalized survival analysis by setting
T̃ to the lower bounds, the event indicator to 1{U = +∞} and the censoring
times to 1{U = +∞}L+ 1{U < +∞}U . See also in Figure 2 how empirical
coverage depends on the hyperparameter c0. α was set to 0.1. Also, recall
that the methodology in [5] requires observing C even when survival time T
is available.

5. Evaluation and comparision of the models with empirical data

5.1. Systolic Blood Pressure Intervention Trial (SPRINT)

In order to assess the conservative non-asymptotic generalization for interval-
censored data of the right-censored algorithm provided in [5], in comparison
with our algorithm, we the sleep time from the NIH’s Systolic Blood Pressure
Intervention Trial (SPRINT) study [27] as an outcome, in which we manage
to recover the censoring time C > 0 as it is needed in [5].

SPRINT [27] is a clinical trial that was conducted with the goal to in-
form the new blood pressure medication guidelines in the US population by
testing the effects that a lower blood pressure target has on reducing heart
disease risk. Observational studies had shown that individuals with lower
systolic blood pressure (SBP) levels had fewer complications and deaths due
to cardiovascular disease (CVD). Building on this observation, SPRINT was
designed to test the effects of a lower blood pressure target on reducing heart
disease risk. Specifically, SPRINT aimed to compare treating high blood pres-
sure to a target SBP goal of less than 120 mmHg against treating to a goal
of less than 140 mmHg.

The “Ambulatory Blood Pressure Monitoring” (ABPM) study, an ancil-
lary study within the SPRINT trial, investigates the effects of different hy-
pertension management strategies on nighttime blood pressure. This research
explores whether targeting a clinic systolic blood pressure (SBP) of less than
120 mmHg provided clinical advantages in reducing nighttime BP, a critical
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predictor of cardiovascular events, over a standard target of less than 140
mmHg.

In our analysis, we propose examining the relationship between “Time
that sleep ended” and “Morning Systolic BP ”. This relationship is pertinent
because morning BP can influence wake-up times due to the physiological
stress or discomfort associated with elevated BP levels. Understanding how
morning systolic BP affects when individuals wake up can provide valuable
insights into the interplay between BP management and sleep quality. By
analyzing this connection, we aim to enhance hypertension treatment strate-
gies, ensuring better BP control throughout the night and improving overall
health outcomes for patients.

We build a couple of semi-synthetic responses: an interval-censored one
employable by our algorithm and a right-censored one that can be fed to [5].
Assume that people in the study misunderstood their indications and did
not write down the time when they woke up. However, we have access to
the time that was set in their alarms and they remember if they woke up
naturally or using the alarm. We craft the interval-censored (L,U) and the

right-censored (T̃ ,Event indicator) following Table 11.

L U T̃ Event indicator C T
Natural wake up (zzzzz)--! ( ! ( 1 ! )

Alarm wake up (zz!--) ! +∞ ! 0 ! )

Table 11
Casuistic that has been followed in order to build the semi-synthetic data. The original
interval-censored observations were given by two numbers ( and ) representing the time
when sleep started and ended respectively. ! encodes an artificial independent censoring
time that has been simulated according to rexp(ninitial, rate = 0.01), ensuring that

the new target amounts to 10% right-censoring approximately.

The final dataset analyzed contains a total of 863 individuals, which we
randomly split into 80% train and 20% test in two independent datasets.

On the one hand, we consider the approach in [5] using a Cox model to fit
the conditional survival function and the corresponding quantile conformal
score and we feed it with its semi-synthetic training data, which are samples
from (X, T̃ ,Event indicator, C) where X is MORNING SYSTOLIC. Since T̃ ≤ T ,
any calibrated lower predictive bound on the censored survival time T̃ is also
a calibrated LPB on the uncensored survival time T . We try several values of
c0 and the coverage is always 1, a consequence of overconservative behavior.

On the other hand, we challenge our approach using as a base model
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ic sp(Surv(L, U, type = ’interval2’), model = ’ph’) to fit F̂1. We
repeat the procedure B = 100 times by randomizing the train-test split
and, within the training set, the split used in the two phases of conformal
inference. We obtain a median coverage of 0.8576, indicating that the Cox
model might be misspecified in this setting. Next, we try Interval Censored
Recursive Forests another B = 100 times and observe a median coverage
equal to 0.93.

5.2. NHANES Physical Activity Example

The National Health and Nutrition Examination Survey (NHANES) is a
comprehensive program conducted by the National Center for Health Statis-
tics (NCHS), with the primary objective of collecting health and nutrition
data from the United States population. In this study, we utilized a subset
of n = 2977 patients aged between 50 and 80 years, gathered from NHANES
waves 2003-2006. This subset contains high-resolution physical activity in-
formation measured by means of accelerometer devices during 3-7 days with
a time resolution of one physical activity measure per minute.

From a public health and epidemiological perspective, establishing a statis-
tical association between physical activity and survival in the elderly popu-
lation is of paramount importance. This analysis can serve as the foundation
for promoting healthy habits across the population and designing targeted
interventions to mitigate the adverse effects of inactivity and the natural
decline in functional capacity that occurs with aging [43, 81]. Furthermore,
given that physical inactivity is a modifiable risk factor for various chronic
diseases, including heart disease, diabetes, and specific types of cancer, the
implementation of effective physical activity policies has the potential to
extend the lifespan of this at-risk population, enhance their quality of life,
and significantly reduce healthcare costs while alleviating the burden on the
medical healthcare systems.

There is a corpus of prior research examining the statistical association
between survival and mortality in NHANES cohorts (see for example [35,
44, 44, 52]). However, none of these papers examine the uncertainty quantifi-
cation problems and only focus on examining the statistical association, for
example, in terms of measures of the ROC curve such as the area under the
curve (AUC) with a pointwise estimation. A basic preliminary exploratory
analysis of the NHANES dataset can be found in Figure 5.

Uncertainty quantification can be determinant in making informed public
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Fig 5: Estimated survival functions for four different groups in the NHANES
data. Each marginal Turnbull estimator is fed with data from one of the four
subsets, created by partitioning the dataset based on whether individuals’
age and TLAC are below or above the medians of these covariates. Note that
older individuals who engage in sufficient physical activity exhibit survival
probabilities comparable to those of younger individuals who lead sedentary
lifestyles.

health decisions about the life expectancy of the population. This, in turn,
impacts decision-making in multiple settings, such as social policies and tele-
care in residences—for instance, in rural areas.

Our off-the-shelf algorithm in this case is the following Cox model:

h(T | Age,TLAC) = h0(T ) exp(−AgeβAge − TLACβTLAC)

where h(·) denotes the baseline hazard function, T is patient survival in
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months, Age is measured in years and TLAC is a variable related to the
physical activity levels of the individual (with higher physical activity levels
corresponding to higher TLAC values). We use uncervals with e = ∗. Table
12 shows the intervals [left,∞] for the 20th and 80th percentiles of the sub-
sample considered for Age and TLAC, indicating the LPB with a probability
of 95 percent. Younger individuals (Age=58) and more active (TLAC=3241)
can live at least 124 months with high probability. Conversely, more elderly
individuals (Age=73) and less active (TLAC=2263) have a threshold of 45.45
months, about one-third of the time. In intermediate cases, there is an in-
crease of 50 percent for increased TLAC values and 100 percent for reducing
the Age to 58 years, indicating a stronger influence of Age compared to
TLAC. The results indicate that the uncertainty of survival depends on the
patients’ characteristics, and informed decisions must take into account pub-
lic health criteria based on uncertainty. For example, inactive people aged 73
years lose 30 percent survival with respect to the active group.

Table 12
Intervals whose left boundaries are the estimated LPBs for different values of the

covariates Age and TLAC

TLAC = 2263 TLAC = 3241
Age = 58 (87.89,+∞) (124.24,+∞)
Age = 73 (45.45,+∞) (62.12,+∞)

5.2.1. Goodness of fit for conditional survival function for interval-censored
data

The goal of this subsection is to illustrate how we can exploit uncervals to
evaluate whether using a Cox model in the NHANES case application is well
specified via a goodness-of-fit approach. The general idea of extending such
a procedure is similar to [17], but in that research the authors focus solely
on right-censored data.

Assuming that the random sample DN is distributed according to a the-
oretical conditional cdf F0, under the null hypothesis H0 : F = F0 we have
F (Xi, Ti) ∼ U(0, 1) in virtue of the probability integral transform theo-
rem provided that F0 is continuous. Therefore, testing the null hypothesis is
equivalent to testing H0 : F ◦ F−1

0 = Funif, where Funif denotes the uniform
distribution function on (0, 1). Notice that since we have interval-censored
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data, we do not observe the failure times Ti but instead observe (Li, Ui). Un-
der non-informative interval-censoring (Assumption 1), the empirical distri-
bution function 1

n

∑n
i=1 1{Φ∗

i ≤ ·} converges in distribution to U(0, 1) under
the null hypothesis. Recall that

Φ∗
i = F̂1(Li, Xi) + U(0, 1) · (F̂1(Ui, Xi)− F̂1(Li, Xi)).

A natural application in our NHANES application case arises, which is testing
whether the Cox model is well-specified by evaluating the pseudo-random
scores Φ∗

i ∼ U(0, 1), i = 1, . . . , n via a graphical criterion (as shown in Figure
6). In this case, we can see that the method is well-calibrated and there is
no evidence that the conditional survival function class is misspecified with
a Cox model. A Kolmogorov-Smirnov test would have to be performed in
order to conduct a formal hypothesis test.

Users might notice that using the constructed Φ∗
i , based on F̂1 as Turn-

bull’s estimator or the recently explained graphical criterion, also seems to
be correct and might lead one to believe that it is acceptable to disregard
the covariates. This is entirely expected, as Turnbull’s estimator is fully non-
parametric and, therefore, will naturally produce residuals with the correct
distribution. However, what we are testing is whether the parametric specifi-
cation formulated in the Cox model is correct for the two chosen covariates:
Age and TLAC.

6. Discussion

The present paper proposes a new framework for uncertainty quantification
in interval-censored data. We introduce novel algorithms along with new
empirical process tools to examine the theoretical properties of the methods
presented. In certain special cases, the methods introduced here are conformal
algorithms that exhibit non-asymptotic guarantees of the form P(TN+1 ∈
Ĉ1−α(XN+1)) ≥ 1 − α. These proposed methods are a natural progression
of those proposed by [5] for right-censored data, extending them to interval-
censored data. In this sense, untervals can be seen as a trade-off between [5]
and [55]. Diverse numerical results demonstrate clear advantages in terms of
coverage approximation, especially when compared to [5] and the quantile-
based approach using raw conditional survival models without calibration.

For the theoretical analysis, we introduce a new class of functions that
allows to derive new asymptotic properties of the uncertainty quantification
methods presented.



/uncervals 33

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

0.
0

0.
2

0.
4

0.
6

0.
8

1.
0

Phi^*

ec
df

(P
hi

^*
)

Fig 6: In blue, empirical cumulative distribution function of {Φ∗
i }i∈I2 using

the NHANES database. The ic sp algorithm (which uses a Cox model) was
utilized as the base procedure to compute F̂1 For comparison, the black
line illustrates the theoretical cumulative distribution function of a uniform
distribution U(0, 1), which is the identity function.

We illustrate the advantages of our proposal over a naive adaptation for
interval-censored data of [5] in a clinical problem related to sleep disorders.
Additionally, we highlight the application and scientific interest of these
methods in quantifying the impact of physical activity on patient survival.
We also introduce the core steps to use the interval-censored methodology to
do goodness of fit in this setting.

As future work, we suggest extending the proposed framework to handle
truncated or double-truncated censored data (see [12]). Additionally, we pro-
pose examining the methods introduced here for multivariate interval data.
We aim to develop tolerance regions through resampling techniques by ex-
ploiting the interval process and its corresponding universal-Donsker prop-
erty. To the best of our knowledge, this would be the first general framework
for tolerance regions [45, 75] for interval-censored data.
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[7] Victor Chernozhukov, Kaspar Wüthrich, and Yinchu Zhu. An exact and

robust conformal inference method for counterfactual and synthetic con-
trols. Journal of the American Statistical Association, 116(536):1849–
1864, 2021.

[8] Victor Chernozhukov, Kaspar Wüthrich, and Yinchu Zhu. Distribu-
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Proof of Theorem 3

The elements in G are well-defined. For t ≥ u the numerator is u− l, which
yields the ratio 1. For t < u, the ratio is bounded by 1. First note that

gt(l, u) = 1{0≤l≤u≤1}1{u≤t} + 1{l≤t<u}(t− l)× 1{0≤l<u≤1}(u− l)−1,

and thus G ⊂ F1+F2·g̃(l, u), where F1 =
{
1{0≤l≤u≤1}1{u≤t} : t ∈ [0, 1]

}
,F2 ={

1{l≤t<u}(t− l) : t ∈ [0, 1]}, and g̃(l, u) = 1{0≤l<u≤1}(u − l)−1. Standard
arguments yield that F1 is a Donsker class. We will next show that F2 is a
VC class with VC index ≤ 3. This then implies that F3 ≡ F2 · g̃ is also VC
with VC index ≤ 5 by part (vi) of Lemma 9.9 of [39]. We will then show that
F3 is also pointwise measurable. This, combined with Proposition 8.11 (to
establish sufficient measureability), Theorem 9.3 (to establish boundedness
of the uniform entropy integral), and Theorem 8.19 of [39], yield that F3 is
Donsker. Since the sum of two Donsker classes is also Donsker, the desired
conclusion follows.

We next prove that F2 is VC with VC index ≤ 3. Let pj = (lj, uj, cj) ∈ R3,
for j = 1, . . . , 3, be three distinct points. Also, define F∗

2 as F2 but with the
permissible range for t expanded to all of R. Then, since F2 ⊂ F∗

2 , showing
that the new class is VC with VC index ≤ 3 will imply the same for F2. Define
ft(l, u) = 1{l≤t<u}(t − l), for all (t, l, u) ∈ R3. Let T ⊂ R be eight distinct
points. Our task is to show that it is impossible to find such a T such that
all 8 possible subsets of the collection C = {p1, p2, p3} can be obtained via
sets of the form

C ∩
{
(l, u, c) ∈ R3 : ft(l, u) > c

}
, (7)

Note that if c1 < 0, then p1 will never be excluded from sets of the form
given in 7 since ft1(l1, u1) ≥ 0 for any possible values of (t1, l1, u1) ∈ R3.
This is also true for c2 and c3. Thus, we will assume going forward without
loss of generality that cj ≥ 0 for 1 ≤ j ≤ 3. Similarly, if u1 ≤ l1, then
ft1 (l1, u1) = 0 for all t1 ∈ R. Hence, we will also assume going forward that
lj < uj for 1 ≤ j ≤ 3. Next, let D∗

t =
{
(l, u) : 1{l<t<u} > 0

}
, p∗j = (lj, uj),

for 1 ≤ j ≤ 3, and C∗ = {p∗1, p∗2, p∗3}; and note that if we can’t obtain all
possible eight subsets of C∗ from sets of the form C∗ ∩D∗

t , as t ranges over
T , then it will be impossible for the sets Dt to shatter C. To see this, note
first that ft(l, u) > 0 if and only if 1{l<t<u} > 0, and that p1 ∈ C ∩ Dt

only if ft (l1, u1) > 0. Generalizing this, we deduce that pj ∈ C ∩Dt only if
p∗j ∈ C∗ ∩D∗

t , 1 ≤ j ≤ 3. The implication does not go in the other way since
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cj could be greater than 1 , preventing pj from being in C ∩ Dt even if p∗j
is in C∗ ∩D∗

t . The conclusion of this is that it is impossible for {Dt : t ∈ T}
to shatter C if {D∗

t , t ∈ T} does not shatter C∗. Thus, if we can show that
{D∗

t : t ∈ T} does not shatter C∗, we have established the desired VC index
bound.

Let us first try to shatter {p∗1, p∗2} with sets of the form D∗
t . To do this,

we will need the intervals (l1, u1) and (l2, u2) to overlap some but also both
have non-zero segments which don’t overlap. One way to do this is to have
l1 < l2 < u1 < u2. The other equivalent possibility happens when the indices
1 and 2 are swapped. Because of this equivalence, we will just use the initial
choice of indices. Now let T ∗ = {t1, . . . , t4}, where t1 < l1, l1 < t2 < l2, l2 <
t3 < u1, and u1 < t4 < u2. Now it is fairly easy to see that D∗

t , as t ranges
over T ∗, shatters {p∗1, p∗2}. Specifically, D∗

t with t = t1 picks out the null set,
t2 picks out p1, t3 picks out {p1, p2}, and t4 picks out p2. We can also see that
any other non-equivalent arrangement will not result in shattering. Next we
need to see if we can add (l3, u3) to this in such a manner that there will
exist a T ∗ = {t1, . . . , t8} such that D∗

t , for t ∈ T ∗, shatters C∗. To do this,
we need (l3, u3) to have a portion which does not intersect with either (l1, u1)
or (l2, u2), another portion which intersects only with (l1, u1), another that
intersects only with (l2, u2), and another portion which intersects with both
(l1, u1) and (l2, u2) simultaneously. The impossibility of doing this becomes
apparent when visualizing first two intervals above the number line. It is not
hard to find an (l3, u3) which overlaps each of the non-null subsets, but once
we try to have the nterval reach either below l1 or above u2, we can’t do this
without encompassing at least one of (l1, u1) or (l2, u2). Thus it is impossible
to find any points {p∗1, p∗2, p∗3} and a corresponding T ∗ which is able to shatter
C∗. Hence F2 is VC with VC index ≤ 3.
We now need to prove that F2 is pointwise measureable. Let

G2 =
{
1{l≤t<u}(t− l) : t ∈ [0, 1] ∩Q

}
,

where Q is the set of rationals. Fix t ∈ [0, 1], and let {tn} ⊂ [0, 1] ∩ Q be a
sequence such that tn ≥ t for all n ≥ 1 and tn → t, as n→∞. Then it is easy
to verify that ftn(l, u)→ ft(l, u) for all (l, u) ∈ R2. Since t was arbitrary, we
have just shown that every function in F2 is the pointwise limit of a sequence
of functions in G2. Since G2 is a countable set, we have now verified that F2

is pointwise measureable.
Last, every element in G is bounded between zero and one for all l, u ∈ [0, 1]
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and therefore G has a bounded envelope, which is the constant function equal
to 1 for all l, u ∈ [0, 1]. The proof is now complete.

Proof of Proposition 3.1.

If F is continuous on t for all x, the statement of the theorem is equivalent
to saying: P(F (T,X) ≤ t | L = l, U = u,X = x) = 1{F (l, x) ≤ t ≤
F (u, x)} t−F (l,x)

F (u,x)−F (l,x)
+ 1{F (u, x) ≤ t}. In virtue of Assumption 1, it suffices

to show the following

P(F (T,X) ≤ t | l ≤ T ≤ u,X = x)

= 1{F (l, x) ≤ t ≤ F (u, x)} t− F (l, x)
F (u, x)− F (l, x)

+ 1{F (u, x) ≤ t}

This holds because

P(F (T,X) ≤ t | l ≤ T ≤ u,X = x) =

=
P(F (T, x) ≤ t, l ≤ T ≤ u | X = x)

P(l ≤ T ≤ u | X = x)
=

=
P(F (T, x) ≤ t, F (l, x) ≤ F (T, x) ≤ F (u, x) | X = x)

P(l ≤ T ≤ u | X = x)
=

=
P(F (T, x) ≤ t, F (l, x) ≤ F (T, x) ≤ F (u, x) | X = x)

F (u, x)− F (l, x)
=

= 1{F (l, x) ≤ t ≤ F (u, x)} t− F (l, x)
F (u, x)− F (l, x)

+ 1{F (u, x) ≤ t}

7. Proof of Proposition 3.2.

As split 1 and split 2 are independent, the marginal laws equal the conditional
ones. Conditional on F̂1

P(F̂1(T,X) ≤ t | l ≤ T ≤ u,X = x) =
P(F̂1(T, x) ≤ t, l ≤ T ≤ u | X = x)

P(l ≤ T ≤ u | X = x)

=
P(F̂1(T, x) ≤ t, F̂1(l, x) ≤ F̂1(T, x) ≤ F̂1(u, x) | X = x)

P(l ≤ T ≤ u | X = x)
=

=
1

F (u, x)− F (l, x)
1{F̂1(l, x) ≤ t ≤ F̂1(u, x)}P(F̂1(l, X) ≤ F̂1(T,X) ≤ t | X = x)
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+ 1{F̂1(u, x) ≤ t}

Define F (t, x) = F̂1(t, x) + r(t, x) Formally, the statement

sup
t≤τ,x∈Rp

∣∣∣Ŝ1(t, x)− S(t, x)
∣∣∣ = OP (rN)

means that

∀ε ∃Nε, δε such that P

(
sup

t≤τ,x∈Rp

|r(t, x)| ≥ δεrN

)
≤ ε ∀N > Nε

Focusing on the P term

P
(
F̂1(l, X) ≤ F̂1(T,X) ≤ t | X = x

)
=

= P
(
F̂1(l, X) + r(T, x) ≤ F̂1(T,X) + r(T, x) ≤ t+ r(T, x) | X = x

)
=

= P
(
F̂1(l, X) + r(T, x) ≤ F (T, x) ≤ t+ r(T, x) | X = x

)
=

= P
(
F̂1(l, X) + δεrN ≤ F (T, x) ≤ t+ δεrN | X = x

)
= t− F̂1(l, x)

And therefore we have

P(F̂1(T,X) ≤ t | l ≤ T ≤ u,X = x) =

=
1

F (u, x)− F (l, x)
1{F̂1(l, x) ≤ t ≤ F̂1(u, x)}(t− F̂1(l, x)) + 1{F̂1(u, x) ≤ t}

Now using Taylor expansion theorem

1

F̂1(u, x)− F̂1(l, x)
=

1

F (u, x)− F (l, x)
− r(l, x)− r(u, x)

(F (u, x)− F (l, x))2
+ · · ·

8. Proof of Lemma 3.4.

Using iterated expectations, LHS is

EE [1{Φ ≤ · ≤ Υ} | Λ,Υ]
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Because of the assumption, we have that the conditional density function
of Φ given Λ,Υ is

g(ϕ, λ, υ) =
1

υ − λ
1{λ ≤ ϕ ≤ υ}

We can compute the inner conditional expectation as

E [1{Φ ≤ · ≤ Υ} | Λ,Υ] = E [1{Φ ≤ · ≤ Υ}1{Λ ≤ · ≤ Υ} | Λ,Υ]

=

∫
1{ϕ ≤ · ≤ Υ}1{Λ ≤ · ≤ Υ}g(ϕ,Λ,Υ)dϕ

= 1{Λ ≤ · ≤ Υ}
∫

1{ϕ ≤ · ≤ Υ} 1

Υ− Λ
1{Λ ≤ ϕ ≤ Υ}dϕ

= 1{Λ ≤ · ≤ Υ} · − Λ

Υ− Λ

9. Proof of Corollary 3.1.

Just in this proof, we denote by G the theoretical cdf of ψ(Fi). First,

|VN+1 − ψ(FN+1)| =
∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣F̂1(XN+1, TN+1)−

1

2

∣∣∣∣− ∣∣∣∣F (XN+1, TN+1)−
1

2

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
≤
∣∣∣F̂1(XN+1, TN+1)− F (XN+1, TN+1)

∣∣∣
Now, ∣∣∣Ĝ(VN+1)−G(ψ(FN+1))

∣∣∣ =∣∣∣Ĝ(VN+1)−G(VN+1)
∣∣∣+ |G(VN+1)−G(ψ(FN+1))| ≤

OP

(
max{η

1
3
n , n

− 1
2}
)
+W |VN+1 − ψ(FN+1)| =

OP

(
max{r2/3N−n, rN−n, n

−1/2}
)

Then∣∣∣Ĝ(VN+1)−G(ψ(FN+1))
∣∣∣ = OP

(
max{r2/3n , n−1/2}

)
as rn < r

2/3
n for rn < 1
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Finally, we have

P
(
1− Ĝ(VN+1) > OP

(
n− 1

2

)
+ α

)
+OP

(
n− 1

2

)
= P

(
1−G(ψ(FN+1)) > OP

(
n− 1

2

)
+OP

(
max{r2/3n , n−1/2}

)
+ α

)
+OP

(
n− 1

2

)
= 1− α +OP

(
max{r2/3n , n−1/2}

)
10. Proof of Corollary 7

Fix t ∈ [0, 1]. On the one hand, we have 1{Φ ≤ t} = 1{Φ ≤ t ≤ Υ}+1{Υ ≤ t}
and therefore G(t) = P (Φ ≤ t) = E1{Φ ≤ t} = E1{Φ ≤ t ≤ Υ} + E1{Υ ≤
t}.

On the other hand, write gt(l, u) = 1{u ≤ t}+ 1{l ≤ t < u} t−l
u−l

and there-

fore what we want to show holds iff E1{Υ ≤ t} + E
[
1{Λ ≤ t < Υ} t−Λ

Υ−Λ

]
=

E1{Φ ≤ t ≤ Υ} + E1{Υ ≤ t} iff E
[
1{Λ ≤ t < Υ} t−Λ

Υ−Λ

]
= E1{Φ ≤ t ≤ Υ},

and the last is true in virtue of Lemma 3.4.

11. Proof of Theorem 11

We denote P (·) = P(· | (Xi, Li, Ui) : i ∈ I1). Denoting Vi = ψ(Φi),

P
(
TN+1 ∈ Ĉsplit,*(1−α) (XN+1) | In

)
= P

(
ψ(F̂1(TN+1, XN+1)) ≤ Q̂∗

I2 | In
)
= P

(
VN+1 ≤ Q̂∗

I2 | In
)

P
(
VN+1 ≤ Q̂∗

I2 | In
)
= P

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1
{
V̂ ∗
i ≥ VN+1

}
> α | In

)
Now for all v > 0

V̂ ∗
i ≤ v ⇐⇒

∣∣∣∣Φ∗
i −

1

2

∣∣∣∣ < v ⇐⇒ Φ∗
i <

1

2
+ v and Φ∗

i >
1

2
− v

Therefore,

1
{
V̂ ∗
i ≤ v

}
= 1

{
Φ∗

i <
1

2
+ v

}
− 1

{
Φ∗

i <
1

2
− v
}

So that
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1

n

n∑
i=1

1
{
V̂ ∗
i ≤ v

}
= I∗n

(
1

2
+ v

)
− I∗n

(
1

2
− v
)

=: I∗n
(
v+
)
− I∗n

(
v−
)

P
(
v ≤ Q̂∗

I2 | In
)
= P

(
1 + I∗n

(
v−
)
− I∗n

(
v+
)
> α | In

)
If we add In (v+) subtract 1− In (v−), and multiply by −

√
n both sides of

the inequality we have for v > 0
P
(
v ≤ Q̂∗

I2 | In
)

= P
(√

n
(
I∗n
(
v+
)
− In

(
v+
))
−
√
n
(
I∗n
(
v−
)
− In

(
v−
))
<
√
n
(
1− α + In

(
v−
)
− In

(
v+
))
| In
)

= P
(√

n
(
I∗n
(
v+
)
− In

(
v+
))
<
√
n
(
1− α + In

(
v−
)
− In

(
v+
))

+
√
n
(
I∗n
(
v−
)
− In

(
v−
))
| In
)

Cor. 3.3
= P

(√
n
(
In
(
v+
)
−G

(
v+
))
<
√
n
(
1− α + In

(
v−
)
− In

(
v+
))

+
√
n
(
I∗n
(
v−
)
− In

(
v−
))
| In
)
+ oP (1)

= P
(√

n
(
In
(
v+
)
−G

(
v+
))
−
√
n
(
1− α + In

(
v−
)
− In

(
v+
))
<
√
n
(
I∗n
(
v−
)
− In

(
v−
))
| In
)
+ oP (1)

Cor. 3.3
= P

(√
n
(
In
(
v+
)
−G

(
v+
))
−
√
n
(
1− α + In

(
v−
)
− In

(
v+
))
<
√
n
(
In
(
v−
)
−G

(
v−
)))

+ oP (1)

= P
((
In
(
v+
)
−G

(
v+
))
−
(
In
(
v−
)
−G

(
v−
))
< 1− α + In

(
v−
)
− In

(
v+
))

+ oP (1)

Th. 3.2
= P

(
oP (1) < 1− α + In

(
v−
)
− In

(
v+
))

+ oP (1)

= P
(
Gn

(
v+
)
−Gn

(
v−
)
+ oP (1) < 1− α + In

(
v−
)
−Gn

(
v−
)
− In

(
v+
)
+Gn

(
v−
))

+ oP (1)

= P
(
Gn

(
v+
)
−Gn

(
v−
)
< 1− α + oP (1)

)
+ oP (1)

= P

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1 {Vi ≤ v} < 1− α + oP (1)

)
+ oP (1)

Therefore,

P
(
VN+1 ≤ Q̂∗

I2 | In
)
= P

(
1

n

n∑
i=1

1 {Vi ≤ VN+1} < 1− α + oP (1)

)
+ oP (1)

The probability in LHS of the previous line involves randomness just due
to resampling. In addition, what we are showing in reality is conditional on
split 1: both probabilities involved in last statement are conditional on the
data indexed by I1 Now by taking expectations over the proper training set
on both sides of equal sign we arrive to an equality involving P. The rest of
the proof goes on as in Theorem 2 in [8].
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