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Abstract

In data mining, when binary prediction rules are used to predict a binary out-
come, many performance measures are used in a vast array of literature for
the purposes of evaluation and comparison. Some examples include classifica-
tion accuracy, precision, recall, F measures, and Jaccard index. Typically, these
performance measures are only approximately estimated from a finite dataset,
which may lead to findings that are not statistically significant. In order to prop-
erly quantify such statistical uncertainty, it is important to provide confidence
intervals associated with these estimated performance measures. We consider
statistical inference about general performance measures used in data mining,
with both individual and joint confidence intervals. These confidence intervals are
based on asymptotic normal approximations and can be computed fast, without
needs to do bootstrap resampling. We study the finite sample coverage prob-
abilities for these confidence intervals and also propose a ‘blurring correction’
on the variance to improve the finite sample performance. This ’blurring cor-
rection’ generalizes the plus-four method from binomial proportion to general
performance measures used in data mining. Our framework allows multiple per-
formance measures of multiple classification rules to be inferred simultaneously
for comparisons.

Keywords: Asymptotic normality, Confidence interval, Data mining, Performance
measure, Plus four correction, Simultaneous inference.
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1 Introduction

There are many different performance measures used in data mining, including, for
example, accuracy, precision, recall, F measures, Jaccard index. They measure in dif-
ferent perspectives how well a 0/1 valued classification rule predicts a true 0/1 values
response. The classification rule can also come from different algorithms, such as near-
est neighbor rules, logistic regression, or random forest. In typical papers, research
findings are reported on one or more of the performance measures for one or differ-
ent classification rules. These performance measures are usually evaluated on a finite
validation sample size. Then conclusions are drawn, for example, to compare different
rules on how they behave on different performance measures.

For example, the results may be summarized in such a table (Table 1). Based
on this table, we are tempted to conclude that the 1-Nearest Neighbor (1NN) rule
performs a little worse on the Accuracy measure, and the Logistic Regression rule
performs much worse on F0.5:

Table 1 Point Estimates of Accuracy and
F0.5 Measure for Each Classifier based on a
Validation Dataset with 10000 0/1-valued
outcomes

Measures

Classifiers Accuracy F0.5

1-NN 0.8995 0.2477
Logistic 0.9354 0.0903

Random Forest 0.9256 0.2738

There are two statistical research problems related to such a typical practice. One is
that the performance on a finite validation dataset carries sample variation. To indicate
what the performance of a classification rule will be on the whole population of future
datasets, one could attach a margin of error or provide a confidence interval. Secondly,
the sample variations increase when several sample-based performance measures are
used simultaneously to draw multiple conclusions. To account for this variation from
such multiple inference, one could consider joint confidence intervals. Joint confidence
intervals are known for being valid simultaneously with high probability.

An application of our proposed method (with a special correction to improve finite
sample performance) would report these results as follows (see Table 2):

These brackets are asymptotically 95% Joint Confidence Intervals, in the limit
of large validation data sizes. We now can examine all six joint confidence intervals
together and draw multiple conclusions simultaneously. For Accuracy, the 1-NN rule
performs worse than both joint logistic regression and Random Forest, due to its joint
confidence interval being below and non-overlapping with the other two. Similarly,
for F0.5, the logistic regression performs worse than the other two methods. We are
“asymptotically 95% confident” to say that all these findings are statistically valid,
whereas before we were not sure any of the observed differences, small or large, are
significant statistically.
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Table 2 95% Joint Confidence Intervals (with correction)
of Accuracy and F0.5 Measure for Each Classifier based on a
Validation Dataset with 10000 0/1-valued outcomes

Measures

Classifiers Accuracy F0.5

1-NN (0.8916, 0.9073) (0.2073, 0.2880)
Logistic (0.9289, 0.9418) (0.0322, 0.1485)

Random Forest (0.9187, 0.9324) (0.2191, 0.3286)

By “asymptotically 95% confident”, we mean that when large enough data are re-
peatedly generated from the same unknown probability distribution to construct our
joint confidence intervals, these intervals will ALL cover their respective true parame-
ters, and ANY IMPLIED data dependent conclusions will be correct (simultaneously),
at least 94% times (or anything less than 95%, since the limiting probability is 95%).

Below, we give an example probabilistic proof for the above statement, using plain
English. For example, suppose based on observed data, we decide to make two state-
ments jointly: first, among all competing rules, the true F0.5 for Logistic Regression
performance is the worst and second, the true Accuracy for 1NN is the worst, because
their respective data-driven joint confidence intervals lie completely below those of the
others rules.

Then, we will be wrong only when the true F0.5 for Logistic Regression or the
true accuracy for 1NN is NOT the worst among the competing rules, while their
joint confidence intervals lie completely below those of other rules on the respective
performance measures. But this would imply that the joint confidence intervals did
not cover all the true parameters, which would happen at most about 5% times. That
is why all our conclusions, making no statement, one statement, or two statements,
or more, depending on whatever we may find from the data-based joint confidence
intervals, will be correct for about 95% times (or more) in repeated uses of this method.

Unlike in hypothesis testing where one has to be very careful both in setting up
the hypotheses ahead of time and in combining multiple findings, our joint confidence
interval approach allows MULTIPLE conclusions to be drawn and these conclusions
are drown AFTER looking at these data-driven intervals, which is a very natural
and flexible way to learn from data. Also, when we find that one rule is worse than
the other, we could also say how much worse after looking at the gap between the
joint confidence intervals, unlike in hypothesis testing where we usually test either for
no-difference or a pre-specified difference.

There are several different ways to make statistical inference on performance mea-
sures. For example, F measures have been studied previously with Bayesian methods
(e.g., [1]), cross validation (e.g., [2]) and bootstrap methods (e.g., [3]). Our method
provides analytic formulas for the frequentist confidence interval, which is fast com-
putationally, since it does not require resampling. This follows the direction of [4]; [5]
and [6], who use analytic formulas to compute confidence intervals for the F1 measure.
[7] considered confidence interval for the Fβ measure, [8] and [9] studied pairwise com-
parison of classification rules on the F1 measure and the Fβ measure, respectively. [10]
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studied pairwise comparison of classification rules on the multi-class F1 measure. Our
work allows more general performance measures and also allows simultaneous compar-
ison of more than 2 rules. We also use simulations to study the finite sample coverage
probabilities to see if they indeed are close to 95% and how much wider the joint con-
fidence intervals become compared to individual confidence intervals. In addition, we
find that a correction made on the variance estimate will sometimes be needed for
better performance in situations when the asymptotic variance may be nearly singular
and it does not make things worse in other easier situations.

Even though we make progresses in considering more general performance measures
than the F1 measure and also in considering joint confidence intervals, it is fair to
point out that our work is not meant to supersede other recent works on the F1

measure, such as [8], or [6]. They considered other aspects that are not covered by
this paper. For example, [8] considered combining F1 measures on multiple datasets.
[6] and [10] considered multi-class problems with micro- and macro-averaged F1. It
would be interesting future work to study these more sophisticated aspects of their
works with other performance measures, using the approach of the current paper.

2 Theory and Methodology

Framework

We consider the problem of evaluating a binary decision rule A, which is a random
variable valued in {0, 1}, used to predict a random response variable Z ∈ {0, 1}.

We consider inference about a measure of performance of A defined as

M = g(EZA,EA,EZ),

where E is the expectation for a random variable. We allow a function g in order
to include many examples of performance measures. We provide some examples of
g below. In addition, we will also provide formulas for its partial derivatives dg =
(d1g, d2g, , d3g),

which will be useful later in constructing confidence intervals. Here we denote

drg = ∂g(x1,x2,x3)
∂xr

for r ∈ {1, 2, 3}, where (x1, x2, x3) = (EZA,EA,EZ).

2.1 Examples of performance measures

We can pre-evaluate g and dg = (d1g, d2g, d3g) for a list of performance measures g’s
that are commonly used in data mining. They are displayed in Table 3 for convenience
of the practitioners who want to apply the confidence interval methods in this paper.

To explain why we could include so many performance measures, note that the joint
distribution of (Z,A) ∈ {0, 1}2 is determined by the four joint probabilities p(z, a) =
P (Z = z, A = a), (z, a) ∈ {0, 1}2. These four joint probabilities are determined by
the three dimensional (EZA,EZ,EA) through p(1, 1) = EZA, p(1, 0) = EZ −EZA,
p(0, 1) = EA − EZA, p(0, 0) = 1 − EZ − EA + EZA. Therefore, g(EZA,EZ,EA)
in fact includes any function of the joint distribution of (Z,A) ∈ {0, 1}2. So it covers
any performance measure for a binary rule A predicting a binary response Z. For
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Table 3 Commonly used performance measures in data mining.

Names Expressions
g(EZA,EA,EZ)

Derivatives
( ∂g
∂EZA , ∂g

∂EA , ∂g
∂EZ )

Classification accuracy
P (A = Z)

2EZA− EA−EZ + 1 (2,−1,−1)

Dice similarity or F1 mea-
sure

2EZA
(EA+EZ)

(1,−0.5g,−0.5g)
(0.5EA+0.5EZ)

Fβ measure (This includes
F1 measure as a special
case.)

(1+β2)EZA
(EA+β2EZ)

(1,−ag,−bg)
(aEA+bEZ) ,

where a = (1+β2)−1, b = 1− a.

Jaccard metric
P (Z=1,A=1)

P (Z=1 or A=1)

EZA
−EZA+EA+EZ

( g(EA+EZ)
EZA

,−g,−g)

(EA+EZ−EZA)

Tversky index ([11]).
(This includes both Fβ and
Jacaard metric as special
cases.)

EZA
((1−a−b)EZA+aEA+bEZ) ,

for any a, b > 0.

( g
EZA )2∗

(aEA+ bEZ,−aEZA,−bEZA)

Correlation
cov(Z,A)

sd(Z)sd(A)

EZA−EAEZ√
(EZ−(EZ)2)(EA−(EA)2)

g
EZA−EAEZ ∗
(1,

2(EA−1)EZA−EAEZ
2(EA−(EA)2) ,

2(EZ−1)EZA−EAEZ
2(EZ−(EZ)2) )

Cosine similarity. (See,
e.g., [12].)

E(ZA)√
EZ2

√
EA2

E(ZA)√
EZ

√
EA

g ∗ ( 1
EZA ,− 1

2EA ,− 1
2EZ )

Lift
P (Z = 1|A)/P (Z = 1)

E(ZA)/(EAEZ) g ∗ ( 1
EZA ,− 1

EA ,− 1
EZ )

Overlap or Szymkiewicz-
Simpson coefficient. (See,
e.g., [12] 2016.)

EZA/min(EA,EZ)
( 1
min(EA,EZ)

,

−1{EA<EZ}
EZA
(EA)2

,

−1{EZ<EA}
EZA
(EZ)2

) (assuming

EA 6= EZ)

constructing confidence intervals, we additionally require g to be differentiable, at the
true parameter (EZA,EZ,EA).

2.2 Asymptotic Normality and Confidence Intervals

Proposition 1. For k in a finite index set K (such as K = {1, 2, ..., 6}), let M̂k =
gk(EnZAk, EnAk, EnZ) be the estimator of Mk = gk(EZAk, EAk, EZ), where En is
the sample average based on an iid sample {((Ak)i, Zi)}ni=1 of (Ak, Z) at sample size
n. (E.g., EnZAk = n−1

∑n
i=1 Zi(Ak)i.)

For any j, k ∈ K, let
Vjk = cov(Hj , Hk),
Hk = d1gkZAk+d2gkAk+d3gkZ and assume the positive definiteness of the matrix

V = [Vjk ]j,k∈K .
For any r ∈ {1, 2, 3} and k ∈ K, assume the existence of the partial derivatives

drgk = ∂gk(x1,x2,x3)
∂xr

, at (x1, x2, x3) = (EZAk, EAk, EZ).
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Let Ṽ be a consistent estimator of V such that Ṽjk/Vjk converges in probability to
1 for all j, k ∈ K, as n → ∞.

For each 1− α ∈ (0, 1), let q(α,R) satisfy
P [maxj∈K |zj| < q(α,R)] = 1− α,
where (zj)j∈K ∼ N((0)j∈K , R) and R is the correlation matrix (Rjk)j,k∈K , defined

by Rjk =
Vjk√
VjjVkk

for all j, k ∈ K.

Use Φ to denote the standard normal cumulative distribution function.
Then we find that

(i) (Asymptotic Normality.)
√
n(M̂k −Mk)k∈K =

√
nEn(Hk − EHk)k∈K + op(1)

d→
N(0, V ), as n → ∞.
(ii) (Individual Confidence Intervals.) ∀α ∈ (0, 1), limn→∞ P [Mk ∈ M̂k ± Φ−1(1 −

α/2)n−1/2
√
Ṽkk] = 1− α for all k ∈ K.

(iii) (Joint Confidence Intervals.) ∀α ∈ (0, 1), let q̃ be a consistent estimator of
q(α,R) such that q̃ converges to q(α,R) in probability, as n → ∞, then we have

limn→∞ P [Mk ∈ M̂k ± q̃n−1/2
√
Ṽkk for all k ∈ K] = 1− α.

This is a very general framework that can allow simultaneous inference of pos-
sibly different evaluation measures gk of possibly different classification rules Ak.
E.g., Ak = I(Sk > θk), where S1 = P1(Z = 1|X) is estimated by running the 1NN
method on a fixed training dataset, evaluated at a future random predictor X ,
S2 = P2(Z = 1|X) is estimated by running logistic regression on a fixed dataset,
S3 = P3(Z = 1|X) is estimated by running Random Forest on a fixed dataset;
θ1 = θ2 = θ3 = 0.5; g1, g2, g3 are F0.5 scores; (A4, A5, A6) = (A1, A2, A3); g4, g5, g6
are Accuracies.

Remark 1. When solving q(α,R) from
P [maxj∈K |Zj| < q(α,R)] = 1−α, given any α ∈ (0, 1) and any correlation matrix

R, (Zj)j∈K ∼ N((0)j∈K , R) can be simulated.
One can alternatively use some R package to obtain q(α,R), see, e.g.,
https://rdrr.io/cran/mvtnorm/man/qmvnorm.html
It is also possible to use invmvnormal ”both” in Stata, as explained in [13].

Remark 2. We will consider two choices for Ṽ and q̃. Although Choice I is the most
straightforward estimation method, we recommend Choice II, since the numerical
studies later suggest that Choice II has better finite sample performances when some
asymptotic variances may be close to zero.

• Choice I: Ṽ = V̂ and q̃ = q(α, R̂), where we define, for any j, k ∈ K, and for any
i = 1, ..., n,

R̂jk =
V̂jk√
V̂jj V̂kk

V̂jk = (n− 1)−1
∑n

i=1[((Ĥj)i − n−1
∑n

i′=1(Ĥj)i′ )((Ĥk)i − n−1
∑n

i′=1(Ĥk)i′)],

(Ĥk)i = (d̂1gk)Zi(Ak)i + (d̂2gk)(Ak)i + (d̂3gk)Zi,
where for any r ∈ {1, 2, 3} and k ∈ K,

(d̂rgk) =
∂gk(x̂1,x̂2,x̂3)

∂xr
,
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where (x̂1, x̂2, x̂3) = (EnZAk, EnAk, EnZ).
• Choice II:
q̃ = q(α, R̃),

R̃jk =
Ṽjk√
Ṽjj Ṽkk

for all j, k ∈ K,

Ṽ = V̂ +D,

where D is a diagonal matrix with Dkk =

[
∑3

r=1(d̂rgk)
2

](
Φ−1(1−α/2)

)2

/2

n , for k ∈ K,

and V̂ is defined as in Choice I.

2.3 Proof of Proposition 1

For (i): This follows from the multivariate central limit theorem on
(EnZAk, EnAk, EnZ) ([14], Example 2.18), and the delta method on the differentiable
function gk’s ([14], Theorems 3.1).
For (ii): The event in the probability is the same as the event

|
√
n(M̂k −Mk)/

√
Ṽkk| ≤ Φ−1(1− α/2).

Write
√
n(M̂k − Mk)/

√
Ṽkk =

√
n(M̂k−Mk)/

√
Vkk√

Ṽkk/Vkk

. Results (i) implies that for each

k, the numerator
√
n(M̂k −Mk)/

√
Vkk converges in distribution to N(0, 1). For any

consistent estimator Ṽ of V , the denominator
√
Ṽkk/Vkk converges to 1 in probability.

By the Slutsky theorem ([15], Theorem 7.15 iii), their ratio converges in distribution

to the ratio of the limits N(0, 1)/1 = N(0, 1). Then P [|√n(M̂k − Mk)/
√
Ṽkk| ≤

Φ−1(1− α/2)] → P [|N(0, 1)| ≤ Φ−1(1 − α/2)] = 1− α.
For (iii): The event of the the left hand side probability can be rewritten

as supk∈K |
√
n(M̂k−Mk)/

√
Vkk

q̃
√

Ṽkk/Vkk

| ≤ 1, where q̃
√

Ṽkk/Vkk converges in probability to

q(α,R)(> 0) defined in the statement of the proposition. (Note that Vkk’s are positive
due to positive definiteness of V , and the quantile q(α,R) > 0 due to 1− α > 0.)

Note that the left hand side supk∈K |
√
n(M̂k−Mk)/

√
Vkk

q̃
√

Ṽkk/Vkk

| ≡ supk∈K |xk

yk
|, as a

mapping of ((xk)k∈K , (yk)k∈K) = ((
√
n(M̂k − Mk)/

√
Vkk)k∈K , (q̃

√
Ṽkk/Vkk)k∈K)),

is continuous at any point ((xk)k∈K , (yk)k∈K), if yk 6= 0 ∀k ∈ K. Also,

((
√
n(M̂k − Mk)/

√
Vkk)k∈K , (q̃

√
Ṽkk/Vkk)k∈K)) converges in distribution jointly to

(N(0, R), (q(α,R))k∈K) (where q(α,R) is a positive quantile), due to a Slutsky
theorem similar to [15], Theorem 7.15 (i). Then the continuous mapping theorem ([15],

Theorem 7.7) implies that the supk∈K |
√
n(M̂k−Mk)/

√
Vkk

q̃
√

Ṽkk/Vkk

| converges in distribution to

supk∈K |N(0,R)k
q(α,R) |.

Now notice that P [supk∈K |N(0,R)k
q(α,R) | ≤ 1] = 1− α due to the definition of q(α,R).

Q.E.D.
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2.4 Motivation of the ‘blurring’ correction in Choice II,

Remark 2

The correction in Choice II of Remark 2 does not change the asymptotic behavior since
it involves a change of D, which is of order Op(1/n), applied to an order 1 quantity

V̂ . However, it will help the finite sample performance if V̂ is very small in the matrix
sense.

This is motivated by a different way of reckoning the plus four interval or the
Agresti - Coull interval (see, e.g., [16], [17]) as a special case, in order to make it
generalizable to our situation. When constructing a (1 − α) confidence interval with
a good finite sample performance, the Agresti - Coull interval involves changing the
estimator of V = nvar(EnZ) from the usual En(1− En) to Ẽn(1− Ẽn), where Ẽn =
nEn+z2/2
(n+z2) , z denotes the (1 − α

2 ) quantile of normal distribution. It is called the plus

four method when 1−α = 0.95, since in that case z2 ≈ 4. When En or (1−En) is small

and n is large, the use of Ẽn(1−Ẽn) approximately adds D = z2

2n to the usual variance
estimate En(1−En) of V . This can be alternatively achieved by injecting a small and
independent noise e3 to EnZ, and use its variance Ṽ = nvar(EnZ + e3) = V + D,

where e3 has mean 0 and variance ( z
2

2n )/n. So in this approximation, the Agresti -
Coull correction is about the same as considering variance of an error-contaminated
estimator EnZ + e3 for the parameter EZ.

When we generalize this to study nvar([M̂k]k∈K) =
nvar([gk(EnZAk, EnAk, EnZ)]k∈K), for k ∈ K, we can have a similar correc-
tion of using the variance of a noise-injected estimator of the Mk’s: consider
Ṽ = nvar([gk(EnZAk + e1k, EnAk + e2k, EnZ + e3k)]k∈K), if {ejk}j∈{1,2,3},k∈K are

independent noises with 0 mean and variance ( z
2

2n )/n, it will give Ṽ ≈ V +D where

D = diag([(d1gk)
2 + (d2gk)

2 + (d3gk)
2] z

2

2n )k∈K , by the delta method.
Due to how this variance correction is related to noise injection, we can call this

correction method as the “blurring correction”, which generalizes the Agresti - Coull
method and the plus four method for binomial success probability to inference about
many other performance measures. This “blurring” step adds a non-negative diagonal
matrix to the variance and ‘blurs’ / increases the width of Op(1/

√
n)-confidence inter-

val by a small amount (of order 1/n), in order to improve the finite sample performance
of the asymptotic normal approximation.

3 Simulations

Our results depend on the large sample asymptotic normal approximation. We will
need to verify the finite sample performance by simulation. Some key questions are: can
the joint confidence intervals for several parameters be not too much wider than the
individual confidence intervals while doing much better than the individual confidence
intervals in terms of the joint coverage probability? Can joint confidence intervals still
be useful for typical validation data sizes?

In our simulations, we will consider multiple performance measures, such as the
accuracy measure and the F0.5 measure, and compare different classification rules.
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This is similar to what is done in practice, for example, [18], who estimated both F0.5
scores and Accuracies for different models in his Table 4.

In the results below, we refer to several kinds of confidence intervals. All are
designed to have asymptotic 95% coverage probabilities:

ĈIk(S) = M̂k±q(0.05, [R̂j,k]j,k∈S)n
−1/2

√
V̂kk, k ∈ S, use the uncorrected variance

estimate V̂ in Choice I of Remark 2, and the index set S ⊆ K is chosen to cover the
intended performance parameters {Mk, k ∈ S} simultaneously.

As a special case, ĈIk({k}) = M̂k ± 1.96n−1/2
√
V̂kk, k ∈ K are individual

confidence intervals.
C̃Ik(S) = M̂k ± q(0.05, [R̃j,k]j,k∈S)n

−1/2
√
Ṽkk, k ∈ S, where V̂ is replaced by the

variance estimate Ṽ with the ‘blurring’ correction in Choice II of Remark 2, and the
index set S ⊆ K is chosen to cover the intended performance parameters {Mk, k ∈ S}
simultaneously.

3.1 First simulation model

Considering a classification problem with two classes, we have Z ∈ {0, 1}, with prob-
ability P (Z = 0) = P (Z = 1) = 0.5 and X |Z = 0 ∼ N(0, 1), X |Z = 1 ∼ N(1, 1).
We first sample a data set of 500 (X,Z)’s as the fixed training data set. Let
A(x), B(x), C(x) ∈ {0, 1} be the 1NN rule, logistic regression rule and random for-
est rule derived from this training data set. For example, A is the 1NN rule derived
from the training data set, which means that for each u in the domain of ran-
dom X , A(u) is the Z-label of the nearest X observation in the training data set.
The F0.5 measures of the rules A, B and C are M1 = E(ZA)/(0.2EZ + 0.8EA),
M3 = E(ZB)/(0.2EZ+0.8EB) andM5 = E(ZC)/(0.2EZ+0.8EC), respectively. The
Accuracy measures of the rules A, B and C areM2 = 1−E(Z−A)2,M4 = 1−E(Z−B)2

and M6 = 1 − E(Z − C)2, respectively. In order to simulate true values for the
F0.5 measures and accuracy measures, we sample 1000000 (X,Z)’s, apply the rules
A, B, C on these samples and evaluate the corresponding performance parameters
M1, M2, ...,M6. Then we conduct the following experiments to assess the performance
of individual and joint confidence intervals based on the methodology in Section II.

1. The purpose of the first experiment is to check that the individual confidence
intervals cover well for individual parameters, but that they do worse and worse when
asked to cover more and more parameters simultaneously. We make 10000 simulations.
In each simulation, we sample a test data set of size n = 500 (containing 500 (X,Z)
samples) or size n = 2000. We then apply the 1NN rule, logistic regression rule and
random forest rule on each test data set and for each rule, we evaluate its F0.5 measure
and Accuracy measure, to estimate the true performance parameters Mk, k = 1, ..., 6.

The nominal 95% individual confidence intervals ĈIk({k}) = M̂k ± 1.96n−1/2
√
V̂kk,

k = 1, ..., 6, are provided for each simulated dataset. Then we compute

• the coverage probabilities for each parameter individually, i.e., the pro-
portions in 10000 simulations that each parameter is covered by its in-
dividual confidence interval. This estimates [P (Mk ∈ ĈIk({k})), k =
1, ..., 6] to be [0.944, 0.9433, 0.9454, 0.947, 0.9442, 0.9486] for n = 500 and
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[0.9471, 0.9513, 0.9494, 0.9482, 0.9474, 0.9508] for n = 2000. We see that these indi-
vidual CIs have coverage probabilities quite close to the nominal 95% even for a
relatively small sample size n.

• We compute some examples of the coverage probabilities for two parameters simul-
taneously, which estimates [P (Mk ∈ ĈIk({k}), k ∈ {1, 2}), P (Mk ∈ ĈIk({k}), k ∈
{3, 4}), P (Mk ∈ ĈIk({k}), k ∈ {5, 6})] to be [0.9125 , 0.9162, 0.9166], for n = 500,
and [0.9205, 0.9204, 0.9203] for n = 2000. We see that these individual CIs have
joint coverage probabilities lower than the nominal 95% even for a relatively large
sample size n.

• We compute the coverage probabilities for 6 parameters simultaneously, which es-
timates P (Mk ∈ ĈIk({k}), k = 1, ..., 6) to be 0.8495 for n = 500, and 0.8572 for
n = 2000. We see that these individual CIs now have a much lower joint coverage
probabilities, when asked to cover 6 parameters simultaneously.

2. The previous experiment convinces us about the need to use joint confidence
intervals whenever we want to cover multiple parameters simultaneously. We now
consider joint CIs covering two parameters simultaneously. For each of the 1-NN rule,
logistic regression rule and random forest rule, we evaluate its 95% joint confidence
intervals for the F0.5 measure and the Accuracy measure. We also evaluate the average
interval lengths of two 95% joint confidence intervals. Then for each rule, we calculate
the joint coverage probabilities (the proportions in 10000 simulations that the joint
confidence intervals for F0.5 measure and accuracy measure cover the true values
simultaneously). We also calculate the average of average interval lengths from 10000
simulations.
3. We also consider the 6 performance parameters (for 3 rules × 2 measure) together

in the sense that we evaluate the 95% joint confidence intervals for these 6 measures. In
each simulation, we evaluate the average interval lengths of these six 95% simultaneous
confidence intervals. Then we compute the simultaneous coverage probabilities and the
average (with respect to 10000 simulations) of average (with respect to 6 performance
parameters) interval lengths of joint confidence intervals.
The numerical results are shown in Table 4 and Table 5. We can see that in both the

n = 500 test sample size case and the n = 2000 test sample size case, our 95% joint
confidence intervals for two measures of each rule as well as for all the six performance
parameters (for 3 Methods × 2 Measures) have nearly 0.95 coverage proportions. The
interval lengths in Table 5 are shorter than the interval lengths in Table 4, due to
increased sample size n.

Table 4 Coverage Probabilities and Average Lengths for Joint Confidence Intervals based on Simulated Data
(Test Sample Size=500)

Classifier True F0.5 Measure True Accuracy Joint Coverage Average Length

1-NN 0.6056 0.6060 0.9460 0.1075

Logistic Regression 0.6905 0.6909 0.9468 0.0998

Random Forest 0.6057 0.6064 0.9447 0.1075

3 Methods × 2 Measures 0.9453 0.1168
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Table 5 Coverage Probabilities and Average Lengths for Joint Confidence Intervals based on Simulated Data
(Test Sample Size=2000)

Classifier True F0.5 Measure True Accuracy Joint Coverage Average Length

1-NN 0.6056 0.6060 0.9490 0.0538

Logistic Regression 0.6905 0.6909 0.9481 0.0499

Random Forest 0.6057 0.6064 0.9492 0.0538

3 Methods × 2 Measures 0.9460 0.0584

3.2 Second simulation model

The second simulation model is using the empirical distribution of a real data set as
the underlying true data generating model and draws bootstrap samples from it (with
replacements) as the simulated data sets. Such a simulation model based on resampling
a real dataset may be more realistic and may give “surprises” that the researchers
were unprepared for. In our case, we found that the finite sample performance of
the asymptotic confidence intervals are not so good, probably due to the asymptotic
variance being close to singular, so a correction method is proposed and it can lead to
significant improvement.

A data set from UCI database ([19]) for predicting the number of rings (related to
the ages) of abalones (a group of sea snails), is composed of 4,177 samples described
by 9 features ([20]). To illustrate our method, we consider a two-class classification
problem (6 rings vs. other number of rings, following [8]). We first randomly select
a train set of size 844 from the original dataset, and train 1-NN, Logistic Regression
and Random Forest algorithm, separately on the train set and obtain three prediction
rules. We then compare how these three different rules perform according to the F0.5

measure and the Accuracy measure, when applied to a data generating process defined
by the empirical distribution of the remaining 3333 data points. 1 We treat the F0.5

measures and Accuracy measures for the three classification rules when applied to this
empirical distribution as the “true values”. This will give 6 true performance parameter
values M1, ...,M6, arranged in the same way as in the first simulation model.

Next, we sample, with replacement, a test set of size n = 3333 from the original
test set, and compute various kinds of confidence intervals. Repeating this resam-
pling scheme 10000 times. Then we can compute the coverage probabilities of these
confidence intervals and their average lengths.

1. The purpose of the first experiment is to check that the individual confidence
intervals cover well for individual parameters. Consider 95% individual confidence

intervals ĈIk({k}) = M̂k±1.96n−1/2
√

V̂kk, k = 1, ..., 6. Then we compute the coverage
probabilities for each parameter individually, i.e., the proportions in 10000 simulations
that each parameter is covered by its individual confidence interval. This estimates

1We saved a larger proportion of data for this purpose only because in this way the empirical distri-
bution will approximate the underlying data generating process more realistically. Otherwise there is no
consequence to this choice, since we can sample test data with any sample size n from this empirical dis-
tribution. We also did check that the training data size 844 is big enough, so that increasing it does not
alter the results qualitatively.
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[P (Mk ∈ ĈIk({k})), k = 1, ..., 6] to be [0.9442, 0.948, 0.9006, 0.948, 0.9262, 0.9472] for
n = 3333.
We see that the individual CI for logistic regression rule on F0.5 measure (M3)
does not have coverage probability being very close to the nominal 95%, even for

relatively large sample size n = 3333.
This may be because the asymptotic variance sometimes becomes close to zero.

2. In the second experiment, we consider joint confidence intervals

ĈIk({3, 4}) = M̂k ± q(0.05, [R̂j,k]j,k∈{3,4})n
−1/2

√
V̂kk, k ∈ {3, 4},

for jointly estimating the two performances measures M3,4 for the logistic regression
rule. Based on 10000 simulations, we estimate the coverage of the nominal 95%
joint confidence intervals P [M3 ∈ ĈI3({3, 4}), M4 ∈ ĈI4({3, 4})] to be only 0.9066,
for n = 3333. This may be because the asymptotic variance sometimes becomes
close to singular. [The individual confidence interval ĈIk({k})’s perform even worse:

P (Mk ∈ ĈIk({k}), k = 3, 4) is estimated to be only 0.8586, for n = 3333.]

3. In the third experiment, we consider joint confidence intervals

ĈIk({1, ..., 6}) = M̂k ± q(0.05, [R̂j,k]j,k∈{1,...,6})n
−1/2

√
V̂kk, k ∈ {1, ..., 6},

for jointly estimating M1,...,6, including both performances measures for all three rules.

Based on 10000 simulations, we estimate P [Mk ∈ ĈIk({1, ..., 6}), k = 1, ..., 6] to be
only 0.8752, for n = 3333, for the nominal 95% joint confidence interval. This may be
because the asymptotic variance sometimes becomes close to singular. [The individual

confidence interval ĈIk({k})’s perform even worse: P (Mk ∈ ĈIk({k}), k = 1, ..., 6) is
estimated to be only 0.7193, for n = 3333.]

When we use the corrected confidence intervals C̃Ik(S) = M̂k ±
q(0.05, [R̃j,k]j,k∈S)n

−1/2
√
Ṽkk, k ∈ S, where Ṽ follows Choice II of Remark 2, and the

index set S is chosen to cover the intended parameters simultaneously, the coverage
probabilities are no longer so much lower than the nominal level 0.95. The corrected
individual confidence intervals now have coverage [P (Mk ∈ C̃Ik({k})), k = 1, ..., 6]
estimated to be [0.9496, 0.9546, 0.9726, 0.9552, 0.9398, 0.9518] for n = 3333.

The results for the corrected joint confidence intervals are summarized in Table 6,
where we also check whether using the joint confidence intervals with or without the
correction leads to too much inflation in the widths of the confidence intervals. We can
see that our 95% joint confidence intervals for two measures of each rule (S = {1, 2},
S = {3, 4}, S = {5, 6}), as well as for all the six performance parameters (for 3
Methods × 2 Measures, S = {1, ..., 6}), now all have good coverage probabilities after
the correction, while still keeping relatively decent average interval lengths.
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Table 6 Joint Coverages and Average Lengths for Joint and Individual Confidence Intervals based on Abalone Data

Classifier True F0.5 True Accuracy Method Joint Coverage Average Length

corrected 0.9558 0.0877
1NN 0.2537 0.8992 joint 0.9437 0.0848

individual 0.8963 0.0748

corrected 0.9600 0.0948
Logistic Regression 0.0654 0.9331 joint 0.9066 0.0879

individual 0.8586 0.0771

corrected 0.9384 0.1089
Random Forest 0.2745 0.9253 joint 0.9315 0.1074

individual 0.8768 0.0946

corrected 0.9472 0.1014
3 Methods × 2 Measures joint 0.8752 0.0917

individual 0.7193 0.0694

3.3 Third simulation model

We now double the number of performance measures to see if the proposed method
is still effective and reliable. We consider a total of 12 performance parameters (for 4
rules × 3 measures). The 4 classification rules are: 1NN, Logistic regression, Random
Forest, and Support Vector Machine (SVM). For each classification rule, we consider
3 commonly used evaluation measures: F0.5, Accuracy and Lift. It is not uncommon
to study so many performance parameters together in the literature. For example, [8]
compared classification rules from 4 different algorithms using the F1 measure. [6] ’s
Table 4 includes 4 classification rules and 2 variations of the F1 measure.

In this simulation, we also use a new data generating process from a different real
data set to see if the proposed method still works. The dataset is the well-known let-
ter recognition dataset available at the University of California Irvine (UCI) Machine
Learning Repository ([19]). Certain extraction and distortion techniques are imple-
mented for each letter to produce 16-attribute values in a dataset with 20000 instances.
We now consider a binary classification problem. Following [8], we combine letters A
and B together in a group and label it to be the positive class, while other letters are
combined in another group, labeled as the negative class.

Similar as the scheme in the second simulation model in Section 3.2, we first
randomly select a subset of size 3936 from the original dataset and train the 1NN,
Logistic Regression, Random Forest and SVM algorithms, separately on this subset,
to obtain four prediction rules. The empirical distribution of the rest 16064 data will
be used as the true distribution P of the data generating process in our simulations.
We then compute the F0.5 measures, Accuracy measures and Lift measures according
to the distribution P for the four prediction rules. This will give a total of 4× 3 = 12
true performance parameter values, denoted as M1, ...,M12.

Next, we sample (with replacement) a test set of size n = 3000 from the distribution
P , and compute various kinds of confidence intervals. Repeating this sampling scheme
10000 times. Then we can compute the coverage probabilities of these confidence
intervals and investigate their lengths. We conduct the following experiments:
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1. In the first experiment, we consider joint confidence intervals for simultaneously
estimating the three performances measures M4,5,6 for the logistic regression rule:

ĈIk({4, 5, 6}) = M̂k ± q(0.05, [R̂jk]j,k∈{4,5,6})n
−1/2

√
V̂kk, k ∈ {4, 5, 6}.

Based on 10000 simulations, we estimate the coverage of the nominal 95% joint
confidence intervals P [M4 ∈ ĈI4({4, 5, 6}), M5 ∈ ĈI5({4, 5, 6}), M6 ∈ ĈI6({4, 5, 6})]
to be only 0.9155, for n = 3000.
[The individual confidence interval ĈIk({k})’s perform even worse: P (Mk ∈

ĈIk({k}), k = 4, 5, 6) is estimated to be only 0.8643 for n = 3000.] When we use the
corrected confidence intervals:

C̃Ik(S) = M̂k ± q(0.05, [R̃jk]j,k∈S)n
−1/2

√
Ṽkk, k ∈ S,

where Ṽ follows Choice II of Remark 2 and the index set S is chosen to cover the
intended parameters simultaneously, the coverage probability becomes 0.9410 and
it is now closer to the nominal level 0.95. For other classification rules, where the
coverages of the nominal 95% joint confidence intervals have already been close to
0.95 (0.9485 for 1NN , 0.9430 for Random Forest and 0.9445 for SVM), employing
the corrected confidence intervals does not affect the coverages much.

2. In the second experiment, we consider joint confidence intervals for simultaneously
estimating M1,...,12, that is, for all three performances measures for all four rules:

ĈIk({1, ..., 12}) = M̂k ± q(0.05, [R̂jk]j,k∈{1,...,12})n
−1/2

√
V̂kk, k ∈ {1, ..., 12}

Based on 10000 simulations, we estimate the coverage of the nominal 95% joint
confidence intervals P [Mk ∈ ĈIk({1, ..., 12}), k = 1, ..., 12] to be 0.9290, for n = 3000.

By comparison, the individual confidence interval ĈIk({k})’s perform worse: P (Mk ∈
ĈIk({k}), k = 1, ..., 12) is estimated to be only 0.7370, for n = 3000. Again, when
we use the corrected confidence intervals, the coverage probability becomes 0.9513
and it is closer to the nominal level 0.95. In this case, we have doubled the total
number of performance parameters compared with Section 3.2, and the results from
the experiment indicates that the proposed method is still reliable.

The numerical results for the different kinds of confidence intervals are summa-
rized in Table 7, where we can also see that using the joint confidence intervals with
or without the correction does not lead to too much inflation in the lengths of the
confidence intervals compared to the individual ones. Here, we did not directly list
the average interval lengths themselves, since the Lift values are much larger than the
other two evaluation measures. Instead, we list the average rescaled lengths, where
each length is divided by the corresponding true parameter value.

14



Table 7 Joint Coverages and Average Rescaled Lengths for Joint and Individual Confidence Intervals based on Letter Data

Classifier True F0.5 True Accuracy True Lift Method Joint Coverage Average(Length/True)
corrected 0.9597 0.1311

1NN 0.8909 0.9838 11.5482 joint 0.9485 0.1253
individual 0.8950 0.1093
corrected 0.9410 0.2081

Logistic Regression 0.5853 0.9384 8.7963 joint 0.9115 0.1970
individual 0.8643 0.1781
corrected 0.9617 0.1285

Random Forest 0.9319 0.9803 12.9096 joint 0.9430 0.1176
individual 0.8980 0.1068
corrected 0.9553 0.1375

SVM 0.8871 0.9704 12.9563 joint 0.9445 0.1263
individual 0.9057 0.1148
corrected 0.9513 0.1794

4 Methods × 3 Measures joint 0.9290 0.1670
individual 0.7370 0.1276

4 Discussions

The proposed method involves confidence intervals that have analytic formulas that
can be easy to compute. Joint confidence intervals allow flexible inference after see-
ing the data and allow multiple number of conclusions to be drawn with a joint ‘level
of confidence’. In the era of big data, large-sample scenarios are not rare. With large
enough sample sizes, the joint confidence intervals can still lead to detection of statis-
tically significant differences. The correction method we propose generalizes the plus
four method and improves finite sample performance when the asymptotic variance
may be close to zero in the matrix sense.

Even though our method emphasizes on joint confidence intervals, our results on
individual confidence intervals are also relatively new and not so commonly applied
yet. Our method can be applied to most performance measures used in data mining.
We just need to put the performance measure into a functional form g, and evaluate
its partial derivatives. Due to multiple virtues of this work, we expect that this work
can be widely applied in the practice of data mining.

There are several possibilities for improvement or generalization of the current
work. Often, there is a natural range for the performance measure. E.g., the F mea-
sures are valued in [0,1]. It may be possible to improve the confidence interval either by
truncating it to [0,1], or by applying a transformation to ℜ (e.g., by a quantile trans-
form), to improve the coverage. The current work only covers binary classification.
It will be interesting future work to investigate how to find confidence intervals for
general performance measures in the multi-class or regression settings. For example,
one may consider extending [6]’s work from F1 measure to other measures, treating
multi-class problems with micro-averaging and macro-averaging.

There is another limitation of the current work. A classification rule, say, A, is
typically learned from applying a method (e.g. logistic regression) to a set of training
data. Currently, our work applies to finding how this particular classification rule A
will perform on future data, but not on how the method behind it, such the logistic
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regression, behaves, when applied to many different training datasets and obtaining
many different classification rules. In a simple way, we say that we only study the
performance of the ‘rule’, not of the ‘method’. It is much more difficult and problem-
specific to do the latter. In the logistic regression case, there may be a way to use the
delta method to incorporate the variation from the training data to the confidence
intervals for the performance of the method. However, there are other cases when such
a delta method will not work, since we do not know whether asymptotic normality
can be applied to the training step. For example, some methods are non-parametric
(such as the 1NN) and some parametric methods (such as deep neural net) do not
necessarily converge to the extent of being able to apply the asymptotic normality.
We leave these as possible future works.
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