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Abstract

We propose randomized confidence intervals based on the Neyman-Pearson

lemma, in order to make them more broadly applicable to distributions that do

not satisfy regularity conditions. This is achieved by using the definition of fuzzy

confidence intervals. These intervals are compared with methods described in

the literature for well-known distributions such as normal, binomial, and Pois-

son. The results show that in high-variance situations, the new intervals provide

better performance. Furthermore, through these intervals, it is possible to com-

pute a lower bound for the expected length, demonstrating that they achieve the

minimal maximum expected length for a Bernoulli trial observation.

Keywords: Confidence intervals. Neyman–Pearson lemma. Measure theory.

Expected length. Fuzzy logic.

1 Introduction

The construction of confidence intervals dates back to LaPlace (1820), who developed

a confidence interval for the parameter representing the proportion of successes in

a binomial distribution. The proposed interval is centered at a point estimator, the

sample proportion, and has a length proportional to the standard error of the estima-

tor. However, this construction can present difficulties when applied for parameters

of a discrete distribution, as its coverage probability may not match the desired con-

fidence level. An approach that has been widely adopted is to allow the coverage
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probability to exceed the reference value. As shown in Agresti and Coull (1998), this

approach generates wider intervals compared to asymptotic methods, for which the

coverage rate approaches the confidence level as the sample size increases. Therefore,

asymptotic confidence intervals are suitable if the sample size is large enough so that

the coverage rate is not significantly lower than the confidence level.

One way to overcome this problem and achieve a nominal coverage rate is to use

randomized confidence intervals as initially proposed in Stevens (1950). Later Geyer

and Meeden (2005) proposed a method to construct fuzzy confidence intervals based

on the uniformly most powerful unbiased hypothesis test and the definition of a fuzzy

logic membership function. A comparison of this method with others in the literature

can be found in Holladay (2019). See also Nguyen et al. (2018) for a general exposition

of fuzzy theory.

The present work aims to develop a fuzzy confidence interval methodology based

on the Neyman-Pearson lemma for simple hypotheses, designed to be applicable to

any parametric family of distributions while achieving a smaller expected length at

a specific value compared to any other method. In addition, the proposed estimator

was constructed and compared with other methods present in the literature for the

normal with bounded parameter space, binomial, and Poisson distributions.

An interesting application of the proposed method arises from the classical knap-

sack problem. In this context, the knapsack problem can be naturally linked to fuzzy

confidence intervals by interpreting the selection of intervals as an optimization pro-

cess under uncertainty and imprecision. Each candidate interval is regarded as an

item whose “value” represents its confidence level or coverage, while its “weight” cor-

responds to the interval length or an associated expected cost. Fuzzy membership

functions are employed to capture the gradual satisfaction of confidence requirements,

rather than imposing a strict binary inclusion rule. Consequently, the resulting opti-

mization problem aims to balance the maximization of overall confidence against the

minimization of interval width, closely mirroring the objective of selecting an optimal

subset of items in a knapsack subject to capacity constraints. See Pisinger and Toth

(1998) for an overview of the knapsack problem.

This work is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the main results, while their

proofs are provided in Section 4. The knapsack problem is developed in Section

3. Section 5 illustrates applications of the proposed methodology to the binomial,

Poisson, and normal distributions. Final remarks and concluding considerations are
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given in Section 6.

The proposed method is implemented and available in the R package FRCI of Felix

et al. (2025).

2 Main Results

To understand the proposed method, it is essential to recall the well-known duality

between confidence intervals and hypothesis testing. In classical statistical inference,

a confidence interval for a parameter can be interpreted as the set of parameter

values that are not rejected by a corresponding family of hypothesis tests at a given

significance level. Conversely, a hypothesis test can be derived by checking whether

a hypothesized parameter value lies within the confidence interval.

This duality is particularly transparent in the Neyman–Pearson framework, where

hypothesis tests are constructed to control type I error probabilities. Confidence in-

tervals arise naturally by inverting these tests: for each candidate parameter value, a

test is performed, and the collection of values for which the null hypothesis is not re-

jected forms the confidence set. When regularity conditions hold, this inversion leads

to standard, non-randomized confidence intervals with exact or asymptotic coverage.

However, in settings involving discrete distributions or non-regular models, the

direct inversion of non-randomized tests may fail to achieve the nominal coverage

level. In such cases, randomized tests play a crucial role, and their inversion leads

to randomized—or fuzzy—confidence intervals. The proposed method exploits this

testing–interval duality by constructing fuzzy confidence intervals through optimal

tests derived from the Neyman–Pearson lemma, thereby ensuring correct coverage

while allowing for improved efficiency, as measured by expected interval length.

Let Θ denote a parametric space, and consider (Ω,A, µ(· | θ)) a probability space

indexed by θ ∈ Θ and denote Eθ the corresponding expectation functional.

Definition 2.1. [Fuzzy Confidence Interval] Let γ ∈ (0, 1) be the desired confidence

level. An A-measurable membership function

ψ : Ω×Θ → [0, 1]

satisfying ∫
Ω
ψ(ω | τ) dµ(ω | τ) ≥ γ

3



defines a fuzzy confidence interval with 100γ% confidence.

Definition 2.2 (Randomized Neyman-Pearson Test). Let 1 − γ ∈ (0, 1) be the sig-

nificance level of the test H0 : θ = τ . Then the randomized rejection region is given

by the rejection function ψ(τ, ·) : Ω → [0, 1].

Definition 2.3 (Expected Fuzzy Length). Let γ ∈ (0, 1) be the desired confidence

level. Let (Θ,O, ν) be a measure space defining the size on Θ, and let ψ be the

membership function defining a fuzzy confidence interval. The quantity

EL(ψ, θ, ν) = Eθ

[∫
Θ
ψ(ω | τ) dν(τ)

]
is called the expected length of the fuzzy confidence interval.

2.1 Minimization problems

The approach consists of selecting a reference value o ∈ Θ and, given this choice,

constructing a function

ψo : Ω×Θ → [0, 1]

that minimizes the probability of failing to reject H0 : θ = o when the distribution

associated with o is taken as the true one, for any τ ̸= o.

For ψo to define a confidence interval, as required in Definition 2.1, the probability

of failing to reject τ when the distribution associated with τ is the true one be greater

than or equal to γ, for all τ ∈ Θ. This condition serves as the constraint of the

minimization problem.

The constraint can be expressed directly on the set over which the functions ψ

are evaluated. Specifically, we aim to minimize∫
Ω
ψ(ω | τ) dµ(ω | o),

for ψ ∈ Fγ , where

Fγ =

{
ψ : Ω×Θ → [0, 1]

∣∣∣∣∣ ψ(· | τ) is A/B(R)-measurable and∫
Ω
ψ(ω | τ)dµ(ω | τ) ≥ γ, ∀τ ∈ Θ

}
.

First, we will present the nonparametric version of the theorem of interest. The

parametric version follows as a corollary.
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Theorem 2.1. Let (Ω,A, µ) and (Ω,A, ν) be two probability spaces, and let γ ∈ (0, 1)

denote the desired confidence level. Define

E(γ, µ) =

{
ψ : Ω → [0, 1]

∣∣∣∣∣ ψ is A-measurable and

∫
Ω
ψ(ω) dµ(ω) ≥ γ

}
as the set of A-measurable functions with coverage probability greater than γ. Then

there exists ψ∗ ∈ E(γ, µ) such that, for every ψ ∈ E(γ, µ),∫
Ω
ψ(ω) dν(ω) ≥

∫
Ω
ψ∗(ω) dν(ω).

To construct the randomized confidence interval, we use some interpretations of

Theorem 2.1, which can be seen as a hypothesis test with simple hypotheses, with

H0 : µ describing the distribution of the data versus H1 : ν describing the distribu-

tion of the data. We can parametrize these measures in a parametric family while

maintaining the property of being the Uniformly Most Powerful (UMP) test.

Consider the parametric space Θ and the values o and τ ∈ Θ, writing the as-

sociated probability measures as µ(· | o) and µ(· | τ), respectively. We can obtain

the membership function given o by combining the functions indexed by τ defined as

the minimizing function ψ∗
τ : Ω → [0, 1] with ψ∗

τ ∈ E(γ, µ(· | τ)), µ = µ(· | τ), and
ν = µ(· | o), defining ψo(ω | τ) = ψ∗

τ (ω). Therefore, ψo ∈ Fγ and ψo is UMP for

H0 : θ = o.

Corollary 2.2. Let Θ be a parametric space, (Ω,A, µ(· | τ)) a probability space for

all τ ∈ Θ, and γ ∈ (0, 1) the desired confidence level. Let

Fγ =

{
ψ : Ω×Θ → [0, 1]

∣∣∣∣∣ ψ(· | τ) is A/B(R)-measurable and∫
Ω
ψ(ω | τ)dµ(ω|τ) ≥ γ, ∀τ ∈ Θ

}
be the set of A-measurable functions with coverage rate at least γ. Then, for a given

o ∈ Θ, there exists ψ∗ ∈ Fγ such that for all ψ ∈ Fγ,∫
Ω
ψ(ω | τ)dµ(ω | o) ≥

∫
Ω
ψ∗(τ |ω)dµ(ω | o).

This theorem requires fewer conditions than the Neyman-Pearson Lemma, but

in exchange, the uniqueness property is lost. In the analogous case of the “knapsack

problem”, the switch from a confidence interval problem to a fuzzy confidence interval

problem allows one to express the solution in terms of the evaluation of the Radon-

Nikodym derivative, making it simpler.
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2.2 Expected Interval Length

Given a measure space (Θ,O, ν), the expected length of a function ψ(ω | τ) with

respect to the measure ν is given by EL(ψ, θ, ν) =
∫
Θ

∫
Ω ψ(ω | τ)dµ(ω|θ)dν(τ), if∫

Ω ψ(ω | τ)dµ(ω|θ) is O-measurable.

Theorem 2.3. Given the conditions and definitions in Theorem 2.1, consider the

measure space (Θ,O, ν) such that, for every o ∈ Θ,

(θ, τ) 7→
∫
Ω
ψo(ω | τ)dµ(ω, θ)

is O-measurable. Let the subset Mγ of Fγ be defined by

Mγ =

{
ψ ∈ Fγ

∣∣∣∣ (θ, τ) 7→ ∫
Ω
ψ(ω | τ)dµ(ω, θ) is O-measurable

}
and define the function EL(θ, ψ) : Θ×Mγ → [0,+∞] by

EL(θ, ψ) =

∫
Θ

∫
Ω
ψ(ω | τ)dµ(ω, θ)dν(τ),

then for every γ ∈ (0, 1) and θ ∈ Θ there exists ψ∗ ∈ Mγ such that

EL(θ, ψ) ≥ EL(θ, ψ∗), for all ψ ∈ Mγ.

3 The knapsack problem

The knapsack problem has several formulations in the literature. In this text, we

will consider the following formulation: consider a collection of n objects numbered

from 1 to n, where object i has weight and value given by wi and vi respectively, with

i = 1, ..., n, and a knapsack capable of carrying a subset of these objects, such that

the sum of the weights of the selected objects does not exceed the maximum weight

limit of W . The goal is to find a subset of objects that has the largest sum of values

such that it does not exceed the maximum weight capacity of the knapsack W .

Consider xi ∈ {0, 1} as a variable indicating whether object i is in the knapsack.

The problem can be formulated as minimizing
∑n

i=1 vixi restricted to
∑n

i=1wixi ≤
W , whose exact solution can be obtained by calculating all possible combinations.

However, depending on the weights, values, and total number of objects, this may be

unfeasible, and in this case, dynamic programming can be used.
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If the condition xi ∈ {0, 1} is relaxed to xi ∈ [0, 1], the solution can be described

simply. Furthermore, this new condition can be interpreted as the possibility of

selecting only a part of the object, such that the value and weight are proportional to

the totality of the selected object, see Dantzig (1957). An example of a solution can

be seen in Figure 1, which contains the scatter plot of the value versus the weight of

the objects. The half-line divides the objects into 3 groups: those above the segment,

those below, and those contained within, which will be called A, B, and C respectively.

The solution is given by placing all the points above the segment and part of those

contained within the segments in the knapsack, such that the total weight of the

knapsack is equal to the weight limit.

0 2 4 6 8 10

0
2

4
6

8
10

weight

va
lu

e

Figure 1 – Example of the graphical solution described in George B. Dantzig (1957) for

the knapsack problem.

Start with the half-line originating at (0, 0) and initially parallel to the value axis,

meaning all objects are in B. Then rotate the half-line clockwise until it contains at

least one object and its intersection with the half-line before rotation is only the

origin. The objects contained in the half-line are in set C. Now evaluate if the sum

of the weights of the objects in A ∪ C is greater than W . If not, continue rotating

the half-line, causing the objects in C to move to A. If so, stop the process.

With the sets A, B, and C, the solution can be obtained by adding the objects

from A to the knapsack; those in B will not be added to the knapsack; the objects

in C will be partially added, with the proportion W−WA
WC

, with WA being the sum of

the weights of the objects in A and WC being the sum of the weights of the objects

in C, we can write the solution as follows.
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xi =


1 , if i ∈ A

0 , if i ∈ B
W−WA
WC

, if i ∈ C,

(1)

for i = 1, 2, ..., n.

The connection between Theorem 1 and the knapsack problem becomes apparent

when the theorem is viewed as a special case with

Ω = {1, 2, . . . , n}, γ = 1− W∑n
i=1wi

, µ({i}) = wi∑n
i=1wi

, ν({i}) = vi∑n
i=1 vi

.

Under this formulation, the optimal solution satisfies w∗
i = 1 − xi. Moreover, the

strategy of partitioning the elements into fully kept, discarded, and partially kept

sets plays a central role in the proof of Theorem 1.

4 Proofs

In this section we provide the proofs of Theorems 2.1 and 2.3.

4.1 Proof of Theorem 2.1

The main part of this proof is based on the partition of the sample space Ω into

four disjoint sets similarly as the randomized version of the knapsack problem. The

increase in the number of partitions is due to the need to include a term to account

for the singular part of the Lebesgue decomposition of ν with respect to µ. The sets

D and Dc are defined such that there exist measures ν1 and ν2 satisfying, for O ∈ Ω,

ν1(O) = ν(D ∩O) and ν2(O) = ν(Dc ∩O), with ν1 ⊥ µ and ν2 ≪ µ.

According to the Radon-Nikodym Theorem, since ν2 ≪ µ, there exists a

function dν2
dµ : Ω → [0,+∞] such that

ν2(O) =

∫
O

dν2
dµ

(ω)dµ(ω),

and as dν2
dµ is a measurable function on a measure space, we can view it as a random

variable Y . Using random variable notation, Y (ω) = dν2
dµ (ω) ≥ 0.

With this notation, we define the cumulative distribution function F (y) = P [Y ≤
y] and its inverse, the quantile function Q : [0, 1] → [0,∞), defined by Q(p) = inf{x ∈
R : p ≤ F (x)}.
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Based on this, given γ ∈ (0, 1), we define the following sets

Aγ = [Y < Q(γ)],

Bγ = [Y > Q(γ)],

Cγ = [Y = Q(γ)].

Note that Aγ , Bγ , Cγ , D ∈ A, Aγ∪Bγ∪Cγ∪D = Ω, µ(Aγ) ≤ γ and µ(Bγ) ≤ 1−γ.
Given γ ∈ (0, 1), we define the function ψ∗ : Ω → [0, 1] as follows

ψ∗(ω) =


1 , if ω ∈ Aγ

0 , if ω ∈ Bγ ∪Dγ

γ−µ(Aγ)
µ(Cγ)

, if ω ∈ Cγ and µ(Cγ) ̸= 0

0 if ω ∈ Cγ and µ(Cγ) = 0.

Note that ψ∗ ∈ E(γ, µ) since ψ∗ is A-measurable as it is a simple A-function, and∫
Ω ψ

∗(ω)dµ(ω) ≥ γ. Thus,

∫
Ω
ψ∗(ω)dµ(ω)

=

∫
Aγ

ψ∗(ω)dµ(ω) +

∫
Bγ

ψ∗(ω)dµ(ω) +

∫
Cγ

ψ∗(ω)dµ(ω)

=

∫
Aγ

dµ(ω) + 0 +

∫
Cγ

γ − µ(Aγ)

µ(Cγ)
dµ(ω)

= µ(Aγ) +
γ − µ(Aγ)

µ(Cγ)
(µ(Cγ))

= µ(Aγ) + (γ − µ(Aγ))

= γ.

Now we will show that for all ψ ∈ E(γ, µ),∫
Ω
ψ(ω)dν(ω) ≥

∫
Ω
ψ∗(ω)dν(ω),

i.e., we will show that
∫
Ω ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω)dν(ω) ≥ 0.

First, we split Ω into Aγ , Bγ , Cγ and D in the integral. Since ψ∗(ω) = 0 for ω ∈ D,

we have ψ(ω)−ψ∗(ω) = ψ(ω) ≥ 0, and thus the value of the integral over Ω is greater

than the value over Aγ ∪Bγ ∪ Cγ = Dc. In this case,
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∫
Ω ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω)dν(ω) ≥

∫
Aγ
ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω)dν(ω),

+
∫
Bγ
ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω)dν(ω),

+
∫
Cγ
ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω)dν(ω).

Using the Radon-Nikodym derivative property X(ω), we can rewrite an integral

over a set contained in Dc with respect to ν as an integral over the same set with

respect to µ as follows:

∫
Aγ

ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω)dν(ω) =

∫
Aγ

X(ω)(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω))dµ(ω),∫
Bγ

ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω)dν(ω) =

∫
Bγ

X(ω)(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω))dµ(ω),∫
Cγ

ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω)dν(ω) =

∫
Cγ

X(ω)(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω))dµ(ω).

Note that

• for ω ∈ Aγ we have ψ∗(ω) = 1 ≥ ψ(ω) and therefore ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω) ≤ 0,

• for ω ∈ Bγ we have ψ∗(ω) = 0 ≤ ψ(ω) and therefore ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω) ≥ 0.

Furthermore, by the definition of the sets Aγ = [Y < Q(γ)], Bγ = [Y > Q(γ)]

and Cγ = [Y = Q(γ)], we have

∫
Aγ

Y (ω)(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω))dµ(ω) ≥ Q(γ)

∫
Aγ

(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω))dµ(ω), (2)∫
Bγ

Y (ω)(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω))dµ(ω) ≥ Q(γ)

∫
Bγ

(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω))dµ(ω), (3)∫
Cγ

Y (ω)(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω)dµ(ω)) = Q(γ)

∫
Cγ

(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω)dµ(ω)). (4)

Note that by the definition of D and Dc we have µ(D) = 0, and therefore summing

equations (2)–(4) we obtain

∫
Dc

X(ω)(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω))dµ(ω) ≥ Q(γ)

∫
Ω
(ψ(ω)− ψ∗(ω))dµ(ω).

To conclude the proof, it is enough to show that Q(γ)
∫
Ω(ψ(ω)−ψ

∗(ω))dµ(ω) ≥ 0.

Since Q(γ) ≥ 0 and ψ ∈ E(γ, µ) its cover tax is greater than the confidence level

γ, while ψ∗ = γ, therefore
∫
Ω ψ(ω)dµ−

∫
Ω ψ

∗(ω)dµ(ω) =
∫
Ω ψ(ω)dµ− γ ≥ 0.
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4.2 Proof of Theorem 2.3

From the previous proof, we have that
∫
Ω ψ(ω | τ)− ψθ(ω | τ) dµ(ω, θ) ≥ 0, hence∫

Θ

∫
Ω
ψ(ω | τ)− ψθ(ω | τ) dµ(ω | θ) dν(τ) ≥ 0

⇐⇒
∫
Θ

∫
Ω
ψ(ω | τ) dµ(ω | θ) dν(τ) ≥

∫
Θ

∫
Ω
ψθ(ω | τ) dµ(ω | θ) dν(τ)

⇐⇒ EL(θ, ψ) ≥ EL(θ, ψθ).

5 Examples

In this section we provide examples of the application of Theorems 2.1 and 2.3 and

Corollary 2.2 in the binomial, Poisson and normal distributions.

5.1 Binomial distribution

5.1.1 Fuzzy pertinent function

Consider the case of a random sample of size 1 with a binomial distribution with

parameters n and θ ∈ Θ = (0, 1). In this case, we have Ω = 0, 1, 2, . . . , n, A = P(Ω),

and the counting measure # : P(Ω) → [0,∞] and

µ(A | θ) =
∫
A

(
n

ω

)
θω(1− θ)n−ω1Ω(ω)d#(ω) =

∑
ω∈A

(
n

ω

)
θω(1− θ)n−ω.

Since
(
n
ω

)
θω(1− θ)n−ω > 0 for all θ > 0 and ω ∈ Ω, we have that Dc = Ω and we

can obtain

Y (ω) =
dµ(· | o)
dµ(· | τ)

(ω)

=

(
o

1− o

)ω

(1− o)n
(
1− τ

τ

)ω

(1− τ)−n

=

(
o

1− o

1− τ

τ

)ω (
1− o

1− τ

)n

.

To define the sets Aγ , Bγ , and Cγ , it is possible to compute the quantile function

of Y at γ, denoted by Q(γ). However, it is easier to find an equivalence to the sets

[Y < Q(γ)], [Y = Q(γ)], and [Y > Q(γ)] by using an auxiliary random variable.

Defining the random variable by the function X(ω) = ω, we have X ∼ Bin(n, τ)

and Y (ω) =
(

o
1−o

1−τ
τ

)X(ω) (
1−o
1−τ

)n
, for o ̸= τ and o, τ ∈ (0, 1), we can rewrite it as

11



X(ω) =
ln(Y (ω))−n ln( 1−o

1−τ )
ln( o

1−o
1−τ
τ )

, note that the function is increasing in Y (ω) for o > τ and

decreasing if o < τ , then we will divide it into two cases and write the sets Aγ , Bγ ,

Cγ as a function of X.

Case 1: τ < o

• Aγ = [Y < Q(γ)] =

 ln(Y (ω))− n ln
(

1−o
1−τ

)
ln

(
o

1−o
1−τ
τ

) <
ln(Q(γ))− n ln

(
1−o
1−τ

)
ln
(

o
1−o

1−τ
τ

)


=

X <
ln(Q(γ))− n ln

(
1−o
1−τ

)
ln
(

o
1−o

1−τ
τ

)
 ,

• Bγ = [Y > Q(γ)] =

 ln(Y (ω))− n ln
(

1−o
1−τ

)
ln
(

o
1−o

1−τ
τ

) >
ln(Q(γ))− n ln

(
1−o
1−τ

)
ln
(

o
1−o

1−τ
τ

)
 ,

=

X >
ln(Q(γ))− n ln

(
1−o
1−τ

)
ln
(

o
1−o

1−τ
τ

)
 .

• Cγ = [Y = Q(γ)] =

 ln(Y (ω))− n ln
(

1−o
1−τ

)
ln

(
o

1−o
1−τ
τ

) =
ln(Q(γ))− n ln

(
1−o
1−τ

)
ln
(

o
1−o

1−τ
τ

)


=

X =
ln(Q(γ))− n ln

(
1−o
1−τ

)
ln
(

o
1−o

1−τ
τ

)


Since X ∼ Bin(n, τ), we have that QX(γ) ∈ {0, ..., n} e µ({0, ..., QX(γ)−1}|τ) < γ

and µ({0, ..., QX(γ)}|τ) ≥ γ. By the definitions of Aγ and Bγ , we have

• P

[
X <

ln(Q(γ))−n ln( 1−o
1−τ )

ln( o
1−o

1−τ
τ )

]
≤ γ,

• P

[
X >

ln(Q(γ))−n ln( 1−o
1−τ )

ln( o
1−o

1−τ
τ )

]
≤ 1− γ.

Then, we can define the sets as Aγ = [X < QX(γ)], Bγ = [X > QX(γ)] e

Cγ = [X = QX(γ)].

Using the relationship between the cumulative probability of the binomial distri-

bution and the regularized beta function defined by I(x, a, b) =
∫ x
0 ta−1(1−t)b−1dt∫ 1
0 ta−1(1−t)b−1dt

, we

have
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• µ({0, ..., QX(γ)− 1}|τ) = 1− I(τ,QX(γ), n−QX(γ) + 1) < γ, e

• µ({0, ..., QX(γ)}|τ) = 1− I(τ,QX(γ) + 1, n−QX(γ)) ≥ γ.

These inequalities are equivalent to

• τ > I−1(1− γ,QX(γ), n−QX(γ) + 1), e

• τ ≤ I−1(1− γ,QX(γ) + 1, n−QX(γ)).

Since the right-hand side of the inequalities can be written as a function of I−1(1 −
γ, i, n − i + 1), with i = QX(γ) for the upper part and i = QX(γ) + 1 for the lower

part, because it is an increasing function as a function of i, we can define QX(γ) as

follows:

QX(γ) = sup{i ∈ {0, 1, 2, ..., n}|τ > I−1(1− γ, i, n− i+ 1)}.
In other words, we have that QX(γ) = i if, and only if, I−1(1 − γ, i, n − i +

1) < τ ≤ I−1(1 − γ, i + 1, n − i). In this condition we have the definitions of the

sets Aγ = {0, 1, ..., i − 1}, Bγ = {i + 1, i + 2, ..., n} and Cγ = {i}, and therefore

µ(Aγ |τ) = 1 − I(τ, i, n − i + 1) and µ(Cγ |τ) =
(
n
ω

)
τω(1 − τ)n−ω, replacing the value

of i with ω it is possible to write the function ψo(ω | τ) for the case τ < o present

in (5). This function, which is depicted in Figure 2, is non-decreasing with respect

to τ with ω fixed, since it is the case τ < o, the fuzzy membership function of the

described method is non-decreasing in τ up to the value o.

ψo(ω | τ) =


1 , if τ > I−1(1− γ, ω + 1, n− ω),

0 , if τ ≤ I−1(1− γ, ω, n− ω + 1),

γ−1+I(τ,ω,n−ω+1)

(nω)τω(1−τ)n−ω
, if

{
τ > I−1(1− γ, ω, n− ω + 1),

τ ≤ I−1(1− γ, ω + 1, n− ω).

(5)
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0
1

τ

ψ
o(τ

|ω
)

I−1(1 − γ, ω, n − ω + 1) I−1(1 − γ, ω + 1, n − ω)

γ − 1 + I(τ, ω, n − ω + 1)



x
y

τω(1 − τ)n−ω

Figure 2 – Fuzzy membership function of the method developed for the value of τ for

the binomial case with τ < o.

Similar for τ > o. Combining the two cases, the function ψo is given by (6). The

function is non-decreasing up to o and non-increasing after that value when evaluated

with respect to τ with ω and o fixed. Figure 3 shows the Fuzzy membership function

(6) for n = 10 and o = 0.2, 0.5 and 0.8. The main characteristic of this function is

that its left-hand limit or right-hand limit at o is equal to 1, with a discontinuity at

ω far from the value ⌊o(n+ 1)⌋, containing only values less than o if ω < ⌊o(n+ 1)⌋,
and only values greater than o if ω > ⌊o(n+ 1)⌋.

Finally, Figure 4 provides the Fuzzy membership functions for n = 10 and γ = 0.95

by the proposed method (6) for o = 0.5 and by the Agresti-Coull and Geyer-Meeden

methods.
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ψo(ω | τ) =



1 , if o < τ ≤ I−1(γ, ω, n− ω + 1),

1 , if I−1(1− γ, ω + 1, n− ω) < τ < o,

0 , if τ > max(I−1(γ, ω + 1, n− ω), o)

0 , if τ ≤ I−1(1− γ, ω, n− ω + 1), and τ < o,

γ−I(τ,ω+1,n−ω)

(nω)τω(1−τ)n−ω
, , if

{
τ > max(I−1(γ, ω, n− ω + 1), 0),

τ ≤ I−1(γ, ω + 1, n− ω),

γ−1+I(τ,ω,n−ω+1)

(nω)τω(1−τ)n−ω
, , if

{
τ > I−1(1− γ, ω, n− ω + 1),

τ ≤ I−1(1− γ, ω + 1, n− ω), and τ < o.

(6)
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τ

Figure 3 – Fuzzy membership function ψo(ω | τ) in the case of the binomial distribution

with n = 10 and o = 0.2 for the left panel, o = 0.5 for the middle panel and o = 0.8 in

the right panel.
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ψ
(τ

|ω
)
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τ

ω = 0

ω = 1

ω = 2

ω = 3

ω = 4

ω = 5

ω = 6

ω = 7

ω = 8

ω = 9

ω = 10

Proposed method
Agresti & Coull (1998)
Geyer & Meeden (2005)

o = 0.5

Figure 4 – Fuzzy membership functions ψ0.5, ψ
AC and ψGM with confidence level γ =

0.95 for the binomial distribution with n = 10.

5.1.2 Expected interval length

In this example, we present the calculation of the expected interval length for the

proportion θ of the binomial distribution using the proposed method for o ∈ 0, 0.5, 1

and the methods of Geyer–Meeden and Agresti–Coull. It is important to note that,

in this case, the calculations were carried out numerically in order to obtain Figure 5

for n = 10.
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Figure 5 – Expected interval length in the binomial case with parameter n = 10 and θ,

for the five methods discussed, three of which correspond to ψo for o1 = 0.1, o2 = 0.5,

and o3 = 0.9, and the methods ψGM and ψAC . The black dotted curve shows the lower

bound obtained by TE(θ, ψθ, λ), where λ refers to the Lebesgue measure.

5.2 Poisson distribution

5.2.1 Fuzzy pertinent function

Consider the case of an observation with a Poisson distribution with parameter θ ∈
Θ = (0,∞). In this case, we have Ω = N, A = P(N), the counting measure # :

P(N) → [0,∞] and

µ(A|θ) =
∫
A

e−θθω

ω!
1Ω(ω)d#(ω) =

∑
ω∈A

e−θθω

ω!
.

Analogously to the binomial distribution example, we have that

Y (ω) = e−(o−τ)
(o
τ

)ω
.

Defining the random variable by the functionX(ω) = ω, we haveX ∼ Poisson (τ)

and Y (ω) = e−(o−τ)
(
o
τ

)X(ω)
, for o ̸= τ and o, τ > 0, we can rewrite it as X(ω) =

o−τ+ln(Y (ω))
ln o−ln τ , note that the function is increasing in Y (ω) for o > τ and decreasing if

o < τ , so we will divide it into two cases and write the sets Aγ , Bγ , Cγ as a function

of X.

Case 1: τ < o

18



• Aγ = [Y < Q(γ)] =

[
o− τ + ln(Y (ω))

ln o− ln τ
<
o− τ + ln(Q(γ))

ln o− ln τ

]
=

[
X <

o− τ + ln(Q(γ))

ln o− ln τ

]
,

• Bγ = [Y > Q(γ)] =

[
o− τ + ln(Y (ω))

ln o− ln τ
>
o− τ + ln(Q(γ))

ln o− ln τ

]
=

[
X >

o− τ + ln(Q(γ))

ln o− ln τ

]
,

• Cγ = [Y = Q(γ)] =

[
o− τ + ln(Y (ω))

ln o− ln τ
=
o− τ + ln(Q(γ))

ln o− ln τ

]
=

[
X =

o− τ + ln(Q(γ))

ln o− ln τ

]
.

Since X ∼ Poisson (τ) we have that QX(γ) ∈ N and µ({0, ..., QX(γ) − 1}|τ) < γ

and µ({0, ..., QX(γ)}|τ) ≥ γ, by the definitions of Aγ and Bγ we have that

• P
[
X < o−τ+ln(Q(γ))

ln o−ln τ

]
≤ γ, e

• P
[
X > o−τ+ln(Q(γ))

ln o−ln τ

]
≤ 1− γ.

Therefore, we can define the sets as Aγ = [X < QX(γ)], Bγ = [X > QX(γ)], and

Cγ = [X = QX(γ)].

Using the relationship between the Poisson distribution and the chi-square distri-

bution, we have

• µ({0, ..., QX(γ)− 1}|τ) = 1−
∫ τ
0

x
2QX (γ)

2 −1e−
x
2

2
2QX (γ)

2 Γ(
2QX (γ)

2
)

dλ(x) < γ, e

• µ({0, ..., QX(γ)}|τ) = 1−
∫ τ
0

x
2QX (γ)+2

2 −1e−
x
2

2
2QX (γ)+@

2 Γ(
2QX (γ)+2

2
)

dλ(x) ≥ γ.

These inequalities are equivalent to

• τ > χ2
2QX(γ),1−γ ,

• τ ≤ χ2
2QX(γ)+2,1−γ .

With χ2
q,γ being the quantile function of the chi-square distribution with q degrees

of freedom as a function of γ, since the right-hand side of the inequalities can be

written as a function of χ2
2i,1−γ , with i = QX(γ) for the upper part and i = QX(γ)+1

19



for the lower part, being an increasing function as a function of i, we can define QX(γ)

as

QX(γ) = sup{i ∈ N|τ > χ2
2i,1−γ}.

In other words, we have that QX(γ) = i if, and only if, χ2
2i,1−γ < τ ≤ χ2

2i+2,1−γ .

Under this condition, we have the definitions of the sets Aγ = {0, 1, ..., i−1}, Bγ = {i+
1, i+ 2, ...} and Cγ = {i}, and therefore µ(Aγ |τ) =

∑i−1
j=0

e−τ τ j

j! and µ(Cγ |τ) = e−τ τ i

i! .

By replacing the value of i with ω, it is possible to write the function ψo(ω | τ) for

the case τ < o present in (7) given by

ψo(ω | τ) =


1 , if τ > χ2

2ω+2,1−γ ,

0 , if τ ≤ χ2
2ω,1−γ ,

γ−
∑ω−1

i=0
e−τ τi

i!
e−τ τω

ω!

, if χ2
2ω,1−γ < τ ≤ χ2

2ω+2,1−γ .

(7)

This function is non-decreasing with respect to τ with ω fixed, since it is the case

τ < o, the fuzzy membership function of the described method is non-decreasing in τ

up to the value o. It is shown in Figure 6.

0
1

τ

ψ
o(τ

|ω
)

χ2ω, 1−γ
2 χ2ω+2, 1−γ

2

γ − ∑
i=0

ω−1
e−ττi

i !

e−ττω

ω !

Figure 6 – Fuzzy membership function of the method developed for the value of τ for

the Poisson case with τ < o.

Similar for τ > o. Combining the two cases, the function ψo is given by (8), the

function is non-decreasing up to o and non-increasing after that value when evaluated
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with respect to τ with ω and o fixed, as presented in Figure 7 for o = 4, 8 and 12. The

main characteristic of this function is that its left-hand limit or its right-hand limit at

o is equal to 1, with a discontinuity at ω far from the value ⌊o(n+1)⌋, containing only

values less than o if ω < ⌊o(n+1)⌋, and only values greater than o if ω > ⌊o(n+1)⌋.
Figure 8 compares the proposed method for o = 3.8 and the Geyer-Meeden and Score

methods when γ = 0.95.

ψo(ω | τ) =



1 , if τ > χ2
2ω+2,1−γ and τ < o

1 , if τ ≤ χ2
2ω,γ and τ > o

0 , if τ ≤ χ2
2ω,1−γ and τ < o

0 , if τ > χ2
2ω+2,γ and τ > o

γ−
∑ω−1

i=0
e−τ τi

i!
e−τ τω

ω!

, if χ2
2ω,1−γ < τ ≤ χ2

2ω+2,1−γ and τ < o

γ−1+
∑ω

i=0
e−τ τi

i!
e−τ τω

ω!

, if χ2
2ω,γ < τ ≤ χ2

2ω+2,γ and τ > o.

(8)
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Figure 7 – Fuzzy membership function ψo(ω | τ) in the case of the Poisson distribution

with o = 4 for the left panel, o = 8 for the center panel and o = 12 for the right panel.
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Figure 8 – Fuzzy membership functions ψ3.8, ψ
GM and ψS with confidence level γ = 0.95

for the Poisson distribution.

5.2.2 Expected interval length

In this example, we compute the expected lengths of the confidence interval for the

mean θ of the Poisson distribution using the proposed method and the methods of

Geyer–Meeden and the Score method. As in the case of the binomial distribution, the

lengths were calculated numerically and are presented in Figure 9. From the figure,

we observe that the proposed method is tangent to the lower bound at θ = o, as
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in the other examples. Moreover, the method shows better performance for values

of θ close to o compared to the usual methods. Specifically, for o = 5, the expected

length obtained by the proposed method is close to the lengths computed by the other

methods for values of θ near zero.

o1 = 0 o2 = 5 o3 = 10

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

0
5

10
15

20
25

Infimum
Proposed method with o = o1
Proposed method with o = o2
Proposed method with o = o3

Score method
Geyer & Meeden (2005)

θ

E
θ[ v

ol
ω
(ψ

)]

Figure 9 – Expected interval length in the Poisson case with parameter θ, for the five

methods discussed, three of which correspond to ψo for o1 = 0, o2 = 5, and o3 = 10, and

the methods ψGM and ψS . The black dotted curve represents the lower bound obtained

by TE(θ, ψθ, λ), where λ refers to the Lebesgue measure.

5.3 Normal distribution

5.3.1 Fuzzy pertinent function

Consider the case of n independently distributed observations with a normal distri-

bution with mean θ ∈ Θ = R and known standard deviation σ > 0. In this case,

Ω ∈ Rn, A = B(Rn), the Lebesgue measure λ : B(Rn) → [0,∞] and

µ(A|θ) =
∫
A
(2πσ2)−

n
2 exp(− 1

2σ2
(ω − θ1)t(ω − θ1))dλ(ω).

In this case, Dc = Rn. Furthermore,

Y (ω) =
dµ(· | o)
dµ(· | τ)

(ω)

= exp

(
− 1

2σ2
[(ω − o1)t(ω − o1)− (ω − τ1)t(ω − τ1)]

)
= exp

(
1

σ2
(o− τ)ωt1

)
exp

(
− n

2σ2
(o2 − τ2)

)
.
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To define the sets Aγ , Bγ , and Cγ , it is possible to calculate the quantile function

of Y in γ or Q(γ), but it is easier to find an equivalence to the sets [Y < Q(γ)],

[Y = Q(γ)], and [Y > Q(γ)] using an auxiliary random variable.

Defining the random variable by the function X(ω) = ωt1
n , we have X ∼ N

(
τ, σ

2

n

)
and Y (ω) = exp

(
1
σ2 (o− τ)nX(ω)

)
exp

(
− n

2σ2 (o
2 − τ2)

)
, for o ̸= τ , we can rewrite it

as X(ω) = σ2

n(o−τ) ln(Y (ω)) + o+τ
2 , note that the function is increasing in X(ω) for

o > τ and decreasing if If o < τ , then we will divide it into two cases and write the

sets Aγ , Bγ , Cγ as a function of X.

Case 1: o > τ

• Aγ = [Y < Q(γ)] =

[
σ2

n(o− τ)
ln(Y ) +

o+ τ

2
<

σ2

n(o− τ)
ln(Q(γ)) +

o+ τ

2

]
=

[
X <

σ2

n(o− τ)
ln(Q(γ)) +

o+ τ

2

]
,

• Bγ = [Y > Q(γ)] =

[
σ2

n(o− τ)
ln(Y ) +

o+ τ

2
>

σ2

n(o− τ)
ln(Q(γ)) +

o+ τ

2

]
=

[
X >

σ2

n(o− τ)
ln(Q(γ)) +

o+ τ

2

]
,

• Cγ = [Y = Q(γ)] =

[
σ2

n(o− τ)
ln(Y ) +

o+ τ

2
=

σ2

n(o− τ)
ln(Q(γ)) +

o+ τ

2

]
=

[
X =

σ2

n(o− τ)
ln(Q(γ)) +

o+ τ

2

]
.

Note that these definitions imply that P [Cγ ] = 0, since X has a Normal distribu-

tion and the cumulative probability at a point is equal to 0, therefore P [Aγ ] = γ and

P [Bγ ] = 1− γ. Furthermore, the quantile function of X can be written as a function

of the value σ2

n(o−τ) ln(Q(γ))+ o+τ
2 and since P

[
X < σ2

n(o−τ) ln(Q(γ)) + o+τ
2

]
= γ then

QX(γ) = σ2

n(o−τ) ln(Q(γ)) + o+τ
2 .

Since X ∼ N
(
τ, σ

2

n

)
we have that QX(γ) = τ + Zγ

σ√
n
and therefore

• Aγ =
[
X < τ + Zγ

σ√
n

]
=

[
τ > X − Zγ

σ√
n

]
,

• Bγ =
[
X > τ + Zγ

σ√
n

]
=

[
τ < X − Zγ

σ√
n

]
,

• Cγ =
[
X = τ + Zγ

σ√
n

]
=

[
τ = X − Zγ

σ√
n

]
.
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Then, for o > τ

ψθ(x, τ) =

 1 , if τ > x− Zγ
σ√
n
and o > τ,

0 , if τ ≤ x− Zγ
σ√
n
and o > τ.

Similarly, for o < τ

ψo(x, τ) =

 1 , if τ < x+ Zγ
σ√
n
and o < τ,

0 , if τ ≥ x+ Zγ
σ√
n
and o < τ.

Combining the two cases, we obtain the following fuzzy membership function for

the described method.

ψo(x, τ) =


1 , if τ > x− Zγ

σ√
n
e o > τ

1 , if τ < x+ Zγ
σ√
n
e o < τ

0 , otherwise.

=

 1 , if τ ∈
(
min

(
o, x− Zγ

√
σ2

n

)
,max

(
o, x+ Zγ

√
σ2

n

))
0 , otherwise.

To compare the results, we will use the commonly used confidence interval. In

both cases, the functions can be written as a function of the statistic x = wt1
n and τ ,

and only assume the values 0 or 1, and therefore both fit the classic case of confidence

intervals. Because of this, it is possible to visualize ψo and ψ∗ in a graph with the

axes representing wt1
n and τ and the region where the value 1 is assumed, as shown

in Figure 10.

Consider the previous example, making the following modification to the param-

eter space Θ = [a, b] ⊂ R. With this modification, the new membership function for

the standard method ψNL has the same value as ψN for τ ∈ [a, b].

In this case, Figure 11 shows the confidence region for the case where the param-

eter space is bounded.
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Figure 10 – Functions ψ0 (upper left panel) and ψN (upper right panel). The shaded

region indicates the set of values for which the function equals 1, while in the white

region the function equals 0. The dotted lines represent the boundaries of this region.

The lower panel shows the overlap of these regions.
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Figure 11 – Functions ψ0 (left panel) and ψN (right panel). The blue region indicates

where the function value equals 1, while outside this region the value is 0. The dotted

lines define the boundary of this region.

5.3.2 Expected interval length

In this example, we compute the expected length of the confidence interval for the

mean θ of the normal distribution in the case θ ∈ (a, b), a < b, that is, when the

mean is known to be bounded. In both cases, we first compute
∫
Θ ψ(ω | τ) dλ(τ) by

splitting into regions, and then integrate it with respect to the measure µ(·|θ).
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For ψo we have

∫
Θ
ψo(ω | τ) dλ(τ) =

1(b−Zγ
σ√
n
,∞)(ω)(b− o) + 1(a+Zγ

σ√
n
,o+Zγ

σ√
n
)(ω)(o+ Zγ

σ√
n
− ω)

+1(−∞,a+Zγ
σ√
n
)(ω)(o− a) + 1(o−Zγ

σ√
n
,b−Zγ

σ√
n
)(ω)(ω − (o− Zγ

σ√
n
)).

Using the identities ∫ z

−∞
(2π)−1/2 exp

(
−x

2

2

)
dx = Φ(z),

and ∫ z2

z1

x exp

(
−x

2

2

)
dx = exp

(
−z

2
1

2

)
− exp

(
−z

2
2

2

)
,

the value of TE(ψo, θ, λ) is obtained from the following expression:

EL(ψo, θ, λ) = (b− o)
(
1− Φ(

√
n
σ (b− Zγ

σ√
n
− θ))

)
+ (o− a)Φ(

√
n
σ (a+ Zγ

σ√
n
− θ))

+ (θ − (o− Zγ
σ√
n
))
(
Φ(

√
n
σ (b− Zγ

σ√
n
− θ))− Φ(

√
n
σ (o− Zγ

σ√
n
− θ))

)
+ σ√

2πn

(
exp(− n

2σ2 (o− Zγ
σ√
n
− θ)2)− exp(− n
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σ√
n
− θ)2)
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σ√
n
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(
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√
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σ√
n
− θ))− Φ(
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)
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2πn

(
exp(− n

2σ2 (a+ Zγ
σ√
n
− θ)2)− exp(− n

2σ2 (o+ Zγ
σ√
n
− θ)2)

)
.

For ψNL we must divide into two cases, corresponding to the conditions a +

Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
< b− Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
and a+ Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
> b− Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
.

Case 1: If a+ Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
< b− Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
, then

∫
Θ ψ

NL(ω | τ) dλ(τ) = 1(a−Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
, a+Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
)(ω)(ω − a+ Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
)

+ 1(a+Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
, b−Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
)(ω) 2Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n

+ 1(b−Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
, b+Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
)(ω)(b+ Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
− ω).
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Thus,

EL(ψNL, θ, λ) =

= (θ − a+ Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
)
(
Φ(

√
n

σ
(a− θ) + Z 1+γ

2
)− Φ(

√
n

σ
(a− θ)− Z 1+γ

2
)
)

+
σ√
2πn

(
exp(− n

2σ2
(a− Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
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2σ2
(a+ Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
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)
+ 2Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n

(
Φ(

√
n

σ
(b− θ) + Z 1+γ

2
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√
n

σ
(a− θ)− Z 1+γ

2
)
)

+ (b+ Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
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Φ(

√
n

σ
(b− θ) + Z 1+γ

2
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σ
(b− θ)− Z 1+γ

2
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− σ√
2πn

(
exp(− n

2σ2
(b− Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
− θ)2)− exp(− n

2σ2
(b+ Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
− θ)2)

)
.

Case 2: If a+ Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
> b− Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
, then∫

Θ ψ
NL(ω | τ) dλ(τ) = 1(a−Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
, b−Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
)(ω)(ω − a+ Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
)

+ 1(b−Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
, a+Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
)(ω)(b− a)

+ 1(a+Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
, b+Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
)(ω)(b+ Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
− ω).

Thus,

EL(ψNL, θ, λ) =

(θ − a+ Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
)
(
Φ(

√
n

σ
(b− θ)− Z 1+γ

2
)− Φ(

√
n

σ
(a− θ)− Z 1+γ

2
)
)

+
σ√
2πn

exp(− n

2σ2
(a− Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
− θ)2)− σ√

2πn
exp(− n

2σ2
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σ√
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− θ)2)

+ (b− a)
(
Φ(

√
n
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(a− θ) + Z 1+γ

2
)− Φ(

√
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(b− θ)− Z 1+γ

2
)
)

+ (b+ Z 1+γ
2

σ√
n
− θ)

(
Φ(

√
n

σ
(b− θ) + Z 1+γ

2
)− Φ(

√
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σ
(a− θ) + Z 1+γ
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− σ√
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(a+ Z 1+γ

2

σ√
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σ√
2πn

exp(− n

2σ2
(b+ Z 1+γ

2

σ√
n
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The lower bound is given by

EL(ψθ, θ, λ) = (b− θ)(1− Φ(
√
n
σ (b− Zγ

σ√
n
− θ)))

+ (θ − a)Φ(
√
n
σ (a+ Zγ

σ√
n
− θ))

+ Zγ
σ√
n

(
Φ(

√
n
σ (b− Zγ

σ√
n
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)
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2πn
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γ
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σ√
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σ√
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(
γ − Φ(

√
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σ√
n
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)
− σ√

2πn

(
exp(− n

2σ2 (a+ Zγ
σ√
n
− θ)2)− exp(−Z2

γ

2 )
)
.
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Figure 12 shows the expected lengths computed using the proposed method and

the method available in the literature for different values of the standard error σ√
n
,

namely σ√
n

∈ {1/10, 1/6, 1/3, 1}. It is possible to observe differences between the

behavior of the expected lengths for the different standard errors considered. Fur-

thermore, the proposed method exhibits better performance compared to the method

from the literature for larger values of the standard error, that is, it yields smaller ex-

pected lengths. It can also be seen that as the standard error decreases, the behavior

of the proposed method approaches the behavior obtained for the unrestricted mean

case presented in the previous example.
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Figure 12 – Expected length in the case of the normal distribution with mean parameter

µ ∈ [0, 1] and variance σ2, for ψNL and ψo, with o = 0.5. The black dotted curve shows

the lower bound obtained from EL(θ, ψθ, λ), where λ denotes the Lebesgue measure.

Each panel uses a different value of σ√
n
.
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6 Final Considerations

The main objective of this work was to propose a new method for constructing fuzzy

confidence intervals based on the Neyman-Pearson lemma for simple hypotheses.

The performance of the proposed method was evaluated for constructing random-

ized confidence intervals for the mean of the normal distribution, the proportion of the

binomial distribution, and the mean of the Poisson distribution, and it was compared

with standard methods for obtaining such intervals.

For the discrete distributions (binomial and Poisson), the proposed method showed

superior performance in terms of the expected interval length, particularly in scenar-

ios where the literature indicates that the standard methods are not suitable for

application, while maintaining appropriate coverage probabilities.

For the the normal distribution, the proposed method performed better when the

mean was bounded and the variance was large relative to the range of the mean.

As expected, in the case where the mean is unbounded, the method did not show

competitive performance compared to the standard one.

A key strength of the proposed method is its broad generality since it is not

limited to random variables but provides a unified framework applicable to a wide

range of inferential settings. This level of generality significantly extends the scope

of confidence interval construction and opens the door to novel applications, such as

point processes and random fields which will be investigated in future work.

7 Acknowledgments

This study was financed in part by the Coordenação de Aperfeiçoamento de Pessoal

de Nı́vel Superior – Brasil (CAPES) – Finance Code 001. N.L.G. was financed by

FAPESP grants 2019/04535-2 and 2023/13453-5, and CNPq grants 304148/2020-2

and 306496/2024-0.

References

A. Agresti and B. A. Coull. Approximate is better than ”exact” for interval estimation

of binomial proportions. The American Statistician, 52(2):119–126, 1998. ISSN

32



00031305, 15372731. doi: 10.2307/2685469. URL http://www.jstor.org/stable/

2685469.

G. B. Dantzig. Discrete-variable extremum problems. Operations Research, 5(2):266–

288, 1957. doi: 10.1287/opre.5.2.266. URL https://doi.org/10.1287/opre.5.

2.266.

C. H. T. N. Felix, N. Garcia, and A. Sousa. FRCI: Fuzzy and Randomized Confidence

Intervals, 2025. URL https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=FRCI. R package

version 0.1.0.

C. J. Geyer and G. D. Meeden. Fuzzy and randomized confidence intervals and p-

values. Statistical Science, 20(4):358–366, 2005. ISSN 08834237. doi: 10.1214/

088342305000000340. URL http://www.jstor.org/stable/20061193.

B. A. Holladay. Contributions to Interval Estimation for Parameters of Discrete

Distributions. PhD thesis, University of California Santa Barbara, 2019.

P. S. LaPlace. Théorie analytique des probabilités. Courcier, 1820. URL http:

//eudml.org/doc/203444.

H. T. Nguyen, C. Walker, and E. A. Walker. A first course in fuzzy logic. Chapman

and Hall/CRC, 2018.

D. Pisinger and P. Toth. Knapsack problems. In Handbook of Combinatorial Opti-

mization: Volume1–3, pages 299–428. Springer, 1998.

W. L. Stevens. Fiducial limits of the parameter of a discontinuous distribution.

Biometrika, 37(1/2):117–129, 1950. ISSN 00063444, 14643510. URL http:

//www.jstor.org/stable/2332154.

33

http://www.jstor.org/stable/2685469
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2685469
https://doi.org/10.1287/opre.5.2.266
https://doi.org/10.1287/opre.5.2.266
https://CRAN.R-project.org/package=FRCI
http://www.jstor.org/stable/20061193
http://eudml.org/doc/203444
http://eudml.org/doc/203444
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2332154
http://www.jstor.org/stable/2332154

	Introduction
	Main Results
	Minimization problems
	Expected Interval Length

	The knapsack problem
	Proofs
	Proof of Theorem 2.1
	Proof of Theorem 2.3

	Examples
	Binomial distribution
	Fuzzy pertinent function
	Expected interval length

	Poisson distribution
	Fuzzy pertinent function
	Expected interval length

	Normal distribution
	Fuzzy pertinent function
	Expected interval length


	Final Considerations
	Acknowledgments

