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Abstract

In the era of deep learning, understanding over-fitting phenomenon becomes in-
creasingly important. It is observed that carefully designed deep neural networks
achieve small testing error even when the training error is close to zero. One
possible explanation is that for many modern machine learning algorithms, over-
fitting can greatly reduce the estimation bias, while not increasing the estimation
variance too much. To illustrate the above idea, we prove that the proposed in-
terpolated nearest neighbor algorithm achieves the minimax optimal rate in both
regression and classification regimes, and observe that they are empirically better
than the traditional k nearest neighbor method in some cases.

1 Introduction

In deep learning, with the structure of neural networks getting more and more complicated, computer
scientists proposed various approaches, such as Dropout, to handle the possible over-fitting issues
(Srivastava et al.| (2014); |Gal and Ghahramani (2016); |Chen and Lin (2014); |Guo et al.| (2016);
LeCun et al.| (2015)). However, recent studies, for example |[Zhang et al.| (2016), demonstrate that
deep neural networks have a small generalization error even when the training data is perfectly
fitted. Similar phenomenon of strong generalization performance for over-fitted models occurs in
other modern machine learning algorithms as well, including kernel machines, boosting and random
forests.

Inspired by these observations, this work will investigate the statistical optimality of perfectly fit-
ted (interpolated) models by nearest neighbor algorithms (NN). Specifically, given training data
{zi,y;}1,, we study the regression estimator

n(z) = Z WiYi,
I,,GN)C(:E)

and its corresponding classifier

g9(x) = Hn(z) > 1/2},
where N (z) denotes the set of the nearest k neighbors of z, and the weight w;’s are designed in the
way such that (x;) = y;.



Traditional k-NN assigns w; = 1/k and does not perfectly fit the data. Its asymptotic behavior
and convergence rate have been well studied by many works (Cover| (1968)); Wagner| (1971); |Fritz
(1975)); Schoenmakers et al.| (2013)); \Sun et al.|(2016)); (Chaudhuri and Dasguptal (2014)).

Belkin et al|(2018alb) designed an interpolated NN algorithm by a normalized polynomial weight
function, and further extended this idea to Nadaraya-Watson kernel regression. |Belkin et al.| (2018b))
derived the regression optimal rate using Nadaraya-Watson kernel, and the results in (Belkin et al.,
2018a) are claimed to be optimal without proof. And our goal here is to design a new type of weight-
ing scheme with proven optimal rates for both regression and classification objectives. Specifically,
the mean squared error (MSE) of 7j(z) and the risk bound of the classifier g(x) (under the margin
condition of [Tsybakov| (2004)) are proven to be minimax optimal.

Additionally, we provide an intuitive explanation on why the interpolated-NN can perform poten-
tially better than the traditional £-NN. In fact, there is a bias-variance trade-off for the nearest neigh-
bor methods: the traditional k-NN minimizes the variance to some extent, while interpolated-NN
tries to reduce the bias. Although theoretically both of them attain the same optimal rate of MSE,
our empirical studies demonstrate that interpolated-NN always yields better estimation and predic-
tion. We conjecture that the superior performance of interpolated-NN over £-NN is due to a smaller
multiplicative constant of convergence speed.

2 Interpolated-NN Algorithm and Model Assumptions

Let X C R? be the support of X and p be the probability measure of X on X. Define
n(x) = E(Y|X = x), where the response variable Y can be either binary (classification problem)
or continuous (regression problem). Given n iid observations {z;,v; = y(z;)}7, and a test sample
x, let x(;) denote the ith nearest neighbor of = under £, distance, and a weighted-NN algorithm
predicts the mean response value as

k
n(x) = Z wiy(2()),
i=1

where w; = w;(z1, . .., x,) are some data-dependent nonnegative weights satisfying Ele w; = 1.

To induce an exact data interpolation, it is sufficient to require w; — 1 as ||z (;) —x|| — 0. Following
Belkin et al.|(2018a)), we construct the weight as:

¢( |z —=l| )

ety —|l

o)

ll ety —|l

for some positive function ¢ on [0,1] which satisfies lim; o ¢(t) = oo, and if |z — x| = 0,
we define w; = 1. The denominator term ||z(;11) — || is for normalization purpose. Note that
conditional on X 1), | X; — ||/||X(x41) — z|[s are independent variables in [0,1] for all X;
belonging to the k-neighborhood of x. The function ¢ plays a crucial role for the analysis of 7 and
g. For example, if ¢(t) increases too fast as ¢ — 0, the weighted average 7 is always dominated by
y(z(1)). In this case, the variance of 7) and g will be too large. Thus the following condition on the
choice of ¢ is needed:

A.0 For any random variable ' € [0, 1] whose density is bounded, the moment generating
function of ¢(T') exists, i.e., there exist some s > 0 and M, such that E(es?(T)) < M.

Technically, this condition allows us to bound the un-normalized weight average Zle Oz —
z||/|zk+1) — =||)y(x@;)) by exponential concentration inequalities. In general, any positive func-
tion ¢ satisfying ¢(1/u) = O(log(u)) as u — oo meets the above condition, and one typical
example could be ¢(t) = 1 — clog(t) for any constant ¢ > 0. Belkin et al.| (2018a)) chose ¢ to be
¢(t) =t~ " for some 0 < k < d/2, which unfortunately doesn’t satisfy the above condition. Visual
comparison among different choices of ¢ can be found in Figure [} Some toy regression examples
are demonstrated in the appendix to compare different weighting schemes of interpolated-NN with
k-NN.
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Figure 1: Interpolated Weighting Scheme

Recall that the classifier is defined as g(z) := 1{n(z) > 1/2}, with the Bayes classifier g(z) :=
1{n(x) > 1/2}. Define the point-wise excess risk R,, () — R*(x), where

R*(z) = min(n(z),1—n(x)).

We next study the asymptotic rate of mean squared error of 7 and expected excess risk for g by im-
posing some regularity conditions. For any d-dimensional real-valued z in X, let B(z, r) represent
the closed ball with radius r and center x.

A.1 Finite variance: 6% := sup Var(Y|X = z) < oo.
zEX

A.2 Smoothness condition: |n(z) — n(y)| < A|ly — z||* for some « > 0.

A.3 Regularity condition: let A be the Lebesgue measure on R, then there exists positive
(o, r0) such that for any z in the support X,

ANX N B(z,r)) > co\(B(x, 1)),
forany 0 < r < 7.

A.4 The density of X is finite, and twice-continuously differentiable.
A.5 Margin condition: P(|n(z) — 1/2| < t) < Bt.

Assumption (A.2) is commonly assumed in the literature. A larger value of o implies more accurate
estimation of 7 due to the minimax rate O(n~2/(2+4)) " Assumption (A.3) was first introduced
by |Audibert and Tsybakov| (2007), and it essentially ensures that for any x € X, all its k nearest
neighbors are sufficiently close to « with high probability. If ¥ = R? or X is convex, this regularity
condition is automatically satisfied. Assumption (A.5) is the so-called Tsybakov low noise condition
(Audibert and Tsybakov| (2007); [Tsybakov| (2004)), and this assumption is of interest mostly in the
classification context. Under smoothness condition (A.2) and marginal condition (A.5), it is well
known that the optimal rate for nonparametric regression and classification are E[(7(X)—n(X))?] =
O(n~20/(2eatd)) and E[R,, ,(X) — R*(X)] = O(n~*(B+1/(2a+d)) "respectively. Here, E means
the expectation over all observed data {z;,y; }?_, and new observation X ~ .

The analysis of classification is very subtle especially when 7(x) is near 1/2. Hence, we need to
have the following partition over the space X. Define v,,(z) as the p-th quantile of || X — z||, and for
the ball B(zx,r),

E (¢ (=) (0 I X ey — 2l = )

B(a,r)) =
n(B(x,r)) e (M) P S
1X (k1) —2l (k+1)




Also define
1 1
XS n = {z € Xn(z) > 5777(3(95,7“)) 25 + A,Vr < vy(x)},

_ 1 1
Xp,A = {J) € X‘T](l‘) < 5,7’](3(1},7”)) §§ - A,V’F < ’l)p(l‘)},

with the decision boundary area:
Opa =X \ (X;:,FA U X;?,A)

3 Main Results

In this section, we will present our asymptotic results for the interpolated-NN algorithm described
in Section Our main Theorems [2| and E] state that the interpolated estimator 7) and classifier
g are asymptotically rate-optimal in terms of MSE and excess risk, respectively. In other words,
data interpolation or data over-fitting doesn’t necessarily jeopardize the statistical performance of a
learning algorithm, at least in the minimax sense. These theoretical findings are supported by our
numerical experiments in Section 4}

3.1 Over-Fitting Is Sometimes Even Better

Let us start from an intuitive comparison between the interpolated-NN and traditional £-NN. For any
weighted-NN algorithm, the following bias-variance decomposition (Belkin et al.| (2018a)) holds
(with o and A in Assumption (A.2)):

k 2 k
B{(7(e) - ()} < B Y Wil - al°| + B[ WA () —n(x)?|. )

This upper bound in (I)) can be viewed as two parts: squared bias and variance, respectively, and IV;
denotes the random weight w; (X7, ..., X,,). The k-NN (W; = 1/k) can be interpreted as optimal
weight choice which minimizes the variance term in the case that Var(Y;) are constant, e.g., under
regression setting that Y; = n(X;) +e¢; with iid error term ¢;, or under classification setting that Y; ~
Bern(n(X;)) with constant function 7). On the other hand, interpolated-NN assigns larger weight for
closer neighbor, which will result in a smaller value for the weighted average Zle Wil Xy — ||,
i.e., the bias term gets smaller. Therefore, we argue that £-NN and interpolated-NN employ different
strategies in reducing the upper bound of MSE. The former one emphasizes reducing the variance,
while the latter one emphasizes reducing the bias. The above intuitive arguments are also well
validated by our toy examples described in appendix.

Later, we will prove that the proposed interpolated-NN method, although potentially enlarge the
variance term, is still minimax rate-optimal for both regression and classification cases.

Remark 1. In some literature on the asymptotic properties of kNN such as ?, the number of neigh-
bors, i.e., k, is assumed to be fixed, while n diverges. Under this scenario, the upper bound in
becomes exactly the MSE, and all neighbors become samples at x. As a result, the best weighting
scheme to minimize the variance of k i.i.d. Bernoulli random variables is just kKNN.

3.2 Regression

As seen in the decomposition (T), the bias term involves || X ;) — ||, which is the empirical quantile
for || X —x||. Hence our first lemma, whose proof can be found in appendix, will study the asymptotic
behavior of this empirical quantile.

Let F,(-), F,,(-) and f,(-) be the c.d.f., empirical c.d.f and p.d.f. of | X — z|, vp(x) and U, (x) be
the pth quantile and pth empirical quantile of || X — z||, respectively.

Lemma 1. Givenany x € X, let p = k/n (thus Vy(x) = || X 1) — z||), and
A (@) = Fy(0p(2) + Fo(vp(2)) = Fa(By(2)) — Fa(vy(2)).
Under Assumption (A.4), if n=0,(x) — vy(x)| — 0, 1/(np) — 0, and v,(z) = O(p*/?) with
n=V2/pl/d=12 50, f.(v,(z)) = O(p*~Y/%), then
EAj(z) — O(p*/? /n?/?).




The above lemma, together with the technical tool developed in|Sun and Hong| (2009, 2010), facil-
itates our analysis for the bias term in (I). As for the variance term in (I, we can bound it by the
similar approach used by |Belkin et al.|(2018a). Together, it leads to the following theorem.

Theorem 2 (Rate-Optimality of Interpolated-NN Regression). Denote int(X) as the interior of X.
Under Assumption (A.0)-(A.4), if a € (0, 1], then for any fixed x € int(X), there exists constants
c1 — 1%, (u, x)-dependent co, and a constant c3 > 0, when n — oo,

E{(7(z) —n(z))*} < A%, (i)m/d + 52 (ke_CBk + ]1) )

Therefore, taking k = (n?®/(atd) IE{ ))2} reaches the optimal rate of
O(n—Za/(Qa—i-d))'

Proof. First, it is trivial to see that the bias-variance representation (I) can be further bounded by
~ 2 o, =
E[i(z) - n(z)]” < A’El| X — 2l + a*kE(W?D).

Therefore the remaining task is to figure out the convergence rate of E||.X () — x||?* and calculate

E(W2).

For bias term E|| X ) — x[|**, note that || X, — z|| is the p(=k/n)th empirical quantile of F, i.e.,
Up(x) = || X (%) — || (for simplicity, we write F}, as F', f; as f, v,(x) as v, and U, (z) as v, in what
follows), and this quantile is called Value-at-Risk in the area of finance. From|Sun and Hong|(2009),
we have

ap = Up+f < Z {n<vp}) f( )(Al +A2+A3)

where Ay = O(f'(vp) (B —vy)?), As = F(B,)+F(v,) = F(5,) = F(v,), and A3 = F(3,)—F (v,).
Compared with v, — v}, A1/ f(v,) is a smaller order term. Since p = k/n, we always have F@®, p) =
F(v,) = p, hence A3 = 0.

Within some neighborhood of x, B(x,r) with r < 7, both maximum and minimum density of
X are bounded. Denote them as pmax and pyin. As n — oo, v, < r, thus by Assumption
(A4), vIPmax > k/n and cvlpmin < k/n = F(uvp) for some constant c. This implies that

Fop) = 0(‘“)/

vy > (k/npmax)/?, and
n

As aresult, when « € (0, 1], define r; = || X; — x

1 ¢ 2 1o e Tk ENT® [ k\®
(=3 Xteen) =Bl T t0em) | =[5 0-50)] = (3)

Since k < n,

1 1 n 2a k 2a(1/d—1) 1 n 20 . 2%/d
e ) o) e ) ()

In terms of A, based on Assumption (A.4) and Lemma for o € (0,1],

. , B\ 2074
———EA5* = — EA3“
fvp)?* 2 O(”) ?

p—2a+a/2 k 20/d
= o(%)oG)
—3a/2 k 2a/d
_ p i
- o(m)o()




As a result, when pn — oo, which is satisfied when taking k =< (n2®/(22+d) we have
—3a/2
p
© <na/2> = o(1),
hence,
2a/d
A2E||X(k) — .Z‘HQQ < A201 (n> s

with ¢; — 17 in n.

For EWIQ, similar with Belkin et al.|(2018al), we can bound it as

EW? < P(| X1 — 2l > vzp)
FEW[| X 11y — | < vay),

where vy, is the 2k /nth quantile of || X — z||.

By the same argument in Claim A.6 of Belkin et al. (2018a), the probability P (|| X 11) —z| > va2p)
under Assumption (A.3) and (A.4) can be bounded by O(exp(—csk)) for some c3 > 0.

On the other hand, by the arguments in Lemma 10 of |Chaudhuri and Dasgupta (2014), conditional
on || X1y — ||, for those X;’s that belong to x’s k-neighborhood, || X; — 2|/|| X (41)—|| are iid
random variables in [0,1] . It follows that

e 2
EWEX sy — 2| < vap] zE[ [qﬁ <“’g§+ﬁ)] i
(S0 ()]

1 X1 — 2| )2
<ol
k2 [ ||X(k+1) — ||

An O(1/k) result can be directly obtained for KE[W?|[| X x41) — || < vg,] through the existence
of Ee*? (Assumption (A.0)). O

Xy — 2l < }

X, — ol < ]

Theorem [2] proves the point-wise MSE convergence result for 77. By assuming that X" is compact
(which is also assumed in [Belkin et al.| (2018a) and |(Chaudhuri and Dasguptal (2014)), it is not
difficult to see that there exist constant ¢; and ¢s in @]) such that uniformly holds for all z € X.

Corollary 3. Under Assumption (A.0)-(A.4), if X is compact, then there exists constants ¢c; — 17,
p-dependent cs, such that when n — oo,

E{(7(X) — n(X))?} < A%¢, <n>2a/d + 252 (ke%k + ]1)

Therefore, taking k =< (n?*/Cetd)) E{((X) — n(X))?} reaches the optimal rate of
O(n—2o¢/(2cx+d))'

Remark 2. It is worth to mention that Assumption (A.0) is not necessary for Theorem[2]and Corol-
lary Bl Our proof can be easily adapted to show that interpolated-NN regression estimator with
polynomial ¢(t) = t=" is also rate-optimal

Remark 3. Instead of the nearest neighbor method, one can alternatively consider kernel regression
estimator 3 . <, wiy(x;) with interpolated weights (Belkin et al.| (2018D)). In such a case, the

theoretical investigation of pth quantile of F,, can be avoided, and if the bandwidth h is of the same
order of vy, one can still obtain the optimal rate.

"Belkin et al.| (2018a) claims the optimal rate of convergence of 7)(x) with ¢(t) = ¢t~ based on heuristic
argument on the order of E|| X4 — z||.



3.3 Classification
In this section, we investigate the theoretical properties of the interpolated-NN classifier g, and the

next theorem establishes the statistical optimality of g in terms of excess risk.

Theorem 4 (Rate-Optimality of Interpolated-NN Classification). Under Assumption (A.0), (A.2)-
(A.5), assume X is compact, then for any § € (0,1), taking k < (n?*/(e+d) (log §)4/(2a+d)) e

have
Pla() #300) <0+ 0 (PEL) T .

for some constant Cy > 0.

Moreover, taking k = (n?®/(2atd),
a(8+1)

E(Rpp(X) — R (X)) < O(n” 2057). 4)

We remark that the above bounds in (3) and () are the same as those in [Chaudhuri and Dasgupta
(2014).

Proof. Let p = 2k/n, following Belkin et al.| (2018a)); (Chaudhuri and Dasgupta (2014), we obtain
that for any fixed A € (0, 1),

P(g(X) #9(X)) < p(O2p,a) + P(E)

+P<ZW (X@iy) — 1/2) >O’X€X2 AandEc>
+P<ZW (X@iy) — 1/2) <0’X€ AandEC>

< B (A +AC (k)a/d> + Bexp(—k/4)

+P<ZW (X)) — 1/2) >0’X€X2pAandEc>

+P<ZW (X(i)) —1/2) <0’X6X2 AandEC>

holds for some constants A, B and Cy, where r; = || X(;) — X||, E = {rp41 > v2,(X)}. Denote
Zi(xz) = (| Xs — z||/rr+1) (Y (X;) — 1/2) for those k nearest X;’s. By Assumption (A.0) of ¢
and the arguments in Theorem 5 of |(Chaudhuri and Dasguptal (2014), given any fixed x, conditional
on 7,11, Z;(x) are iid sub-exponential variables. Hence by Bernstein inequality and compact X
assumption, for some Cy, C3, Cy > 0, conditional on X € X, b A and E°¢,

k
(Z Wi (Y ~1/2) > 0) (Z Z; —EZ; > —kEZ1> < Cyexp(—CykA2). (5)

i=1
The way to employ Bernstein inequality is postponed to appendix.
Let § := 205 exp(—C,kA?), then replacing A with &, we have

P(g(X) £ (X)) < o(\/ LA (fj)/)ﬁ + Bexp(—csk) + 3,

then the proof of (3) is completed by taking k < (n2®/(2a+d)(log §)/(2atd)),

To prove (@), we follow the proof of [Chaudhuri and Dasgupta (2014). Without loss of generality
assume 7)(x) < 1/2. Define

Ay = vy, = O(k/n)™/?,
A(z) In(x) —1/2],



so that n(B(xz,r)) < Ag +n(z) = 1/2 — (A(x) — Ag) for 7 < vap, and x is not in ), A (z)—
To calculate ER,, ;,(x) — R*(z), from definition, we obtain
ERp i (z) — R*(x) = |1 = 2n(2)|P(g(x) # g(x)).

In addition, from definition of Jp A, X; A»>and X;A, if z is not in 0, A, we also have
P(g(z) # 9(x)) < P(rks1) 2 v2p) + P(I0(x) — (B2, 7(641)))| = A).

The derivations of (6) and (7)) are postponed in appendix.

As aresult, when A(z) > A,

]ERn’k)(x) — R*(m) < QA(J}) |:P(7"(k+1) > U2p)

+P<ZW (X(i)) = n(B(z,r(11)))) > A(z) —Aoﬂ.

Applying Bernstein inequality (similarly to (3))), we obtain
ER, x(z) — R*(z) < exp(—Csk) + 2A(x) exp(—cak(A(x) — Ag)?).
The details to derive (8] are postponed to appendix.
Define A; = 2°Ag, for any iy = 1, ..., the excess risk can be bounded by
ERn 1 (X) — R*(X)
E(Rnk(X) — R*(X)1iax)<a,y T ERnk(X) — R*(X))1{ax)>a,,}

(6)

(7

®)

< EQAX)l{a(x)<a,)) +exp(=Csk) + 4E[A(z) exp(—k(A(z) — Ao)*)L{ax)>a:,)]
<20, P(A(X) < Ajy) + exp(—Csk) + 4E[A(x) exp(—k(A(2) — A0)*) 1 (ax)> a0}
while
E[A () exp(—k(A(z) — 80)*) 1 {a,<a(x)<a,}]
< Aspr exp(—Cok(A; — Ag)2)P(A(X) < Asis)
< C7Al+1 exp(—Csk(A; — Ag)?).
Taking

. (1 P 28 + 4} )
ip =max | 1, [logy [ ——5—| |
\| *Az

B+1
ATl exp(=Cok(A; — Ag)?) <12
Aer exp(—Cgk(Ai_l — Ao)Z)

Therefore, the sum of the excess risk for i > 7 can be bounded, where

then for 7 > i, we have

E[A(z) exp(—k(A(z) = Ag))liax)sa,)] < D CrAL exp(—Cok(A; — Ag)?)

>0
< O(APTh).

Finally, recall the definition of i(, we have

a(B+1) ) 841
ol - .
o))

ER, 1 (X) — R*(X) < max (O<z>

The proof is completed after taking k =< (n2e/(2atd)),

(€))

O

Remark 4. It is worth to mention that, unlike Theorem [2] and Corollary [3| which are asymptotic
results, TheoremH|presents an non-asymptotic bound for misclassification rate and excessive risk.

Remark 5. Comparing with the choice ¢(t) = t—" proposed by |Belkin et al.| (2018a), our choice
(e.g., (t) = 1 —log(t)) leads to a sharp bound for classification error rate. Technically, this is due

fo the fact that slowly increasing ¢(-) allows us to use exponential concentration inequality.
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4 Numerical Experiments

In the section, we demonstrate several numerical studies to compare the performance of interpolated-
NN with ¢(¢) = 1 — 21og(t) and traditional k-NN, for both regression and classification problems.

4.1 Regression

We have two simulation setups. In the first setup, X follows Unif[—3, 3]*. For y, we have

y = Y(z)+e (10)
N(:L'7 ].7 .[10)

v(z) = N(x,1, 1) + N(x,0,I10) "

where € ~ t(df = 5) and N (z, i, o) represents the density function of N (p, o) at .

For each pair of (k,n), we sampled 1000 testing data points to estimate MSE, and repeated 30
times. For each n, we tried & = 1, ...,n/2. Based on the average of the 30 repetitions, we selected
the minimum average MSE over the choices of k and recorded its corresponding square bias. From
Figure 2 for both MSE and bias, the interpolated-NN and £-NN share the same rate (the decreasing
slopes for both are similar), but the former is constantly better.

In the second experiment, X follows N (0, I5). The response y is defined as

with € ~ N (0, 1). The phenomenon demonstrated in Figureis similar as that in Figure although
the support of X is not compact in this setup.

It is worth to mention, in both simulation, the optimal %k values selected by interpolated-NN and
k-NN doesn’t have much difference.



4.2 Classification

For the simulation setup of classification problem, we consider that the two classes follow N (0, I5)
and N (41, I5) with v =0.1, 0.2, 0.5, 0.7, 1.0, 1.5. Training and testing samples are both generated
from the mixture of these two classes with equal probability. Such an equal probability mixture
represents the worst (most difficult) scenario. For each pair of n and v, we tried k = 1, ...,n/2 for
30 times with 1000 test samples, and use the excess risk to determine the optimal k. From Figure[d]
we observe that the interpolated-NN always has a smaller classification error (with a similar trend,
though) than £-NN in most pairs of n and 7. Moreover, we record the optimal %k for each n. As
shown in Figure |5] interpolated-NN and k-NN have a similar pattern on the choice of optimal &
across different settings of n and ~y.
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Figure 4: Optimal Excess Risk for Classification Model, Solid Line for k-NN, Dashed Line for
interpolated-NN
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Figure 5: Optimal £ for Classification Model

Remark 6. The simulation results presented in above two sections clearly show that interpolated-
NN and k-NN share the same order of convergence rate, as their decreasing treads are parallel.
However, the interpolated-NN is always better than the k-NN. This observation strongly suggests
that the convergence rate of interpolated-NN has a smaller multiplicative constant than the k-NN.
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Figure 6: Performance in HTRU2

4.3 Real Data

In this section, we examine the empirical performance of the interpolated-NN in real data. The data
HTRU?2 is from|Lyon et al.| (2016) with sample size around 18, 000 and 8 continuous attributes. The
dataset is first normalized, and 2,000 randomly selected samples are reserved for testing.

Instead of comparing regression performance through MSE, we compare the classification error on
testing data in this real data example since the true Bayes risk is unknown. It can be seen from
Figure[6] that the interpolated-NN is always better than k-NN regardless of the choice of k.

5 Conclusion and Discussion

In this paper, we firstly provide some insights on why sometimes an over-fitting weighting scheme
can even beat traditional k-NN: the interpolated weights greatly reduce the estimation bias compar-
ing with tradition k-NN. We then show the optimal convergence rates of interpolated-NN for both
regression and classification. Even though the weighting scheme causes over-fitting, interpolated-
NN can still obtain the optimal rate, as long as the weights are carefully designed.

In the end, we would like to point out a few promising future directions: firstly, as we mentioned, in
most cases of our simulations, the interpolated-NN performs better than £-NN. This motivates us to
conjecture that the interpolated-NN may have a smaller multiplicative constant in convergence rate,
which deserves further investigation.

Our simulations indicate that the interpolated-NN performs very well even when the compactness
assumption of X is violated. Therefore, it will be of interests to extend our current work to un-
bounded X’ case. Especially, we notice that in |Doring et al.|(2017)), the compact assumption on X
can be relaxed for traditional £-NN algorithm. Similar results may hold for interpolated-NN as well.

Finally, our results are based on £ metric. It is not hard to generalize it to £,,, but it remains to
study whether the statistical optimality is still valid for some more general metric spaces, such as
Riemannian manifolds.
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A Toy Examples

Several toy examples are conducted to demonstrate nearest neighbor algorithm with interpolated
weights.

In these examples, we take 30 one dimensional training samples x; = —5, —4, ..., 25, and generate
three choices of response (1) y = 0%z +¢, 2)y =22 +0x¢,and )y = (z — 10)%/8 + 5 * €
where € ~ N(0, 1). In other words, the mean function 7(z) are (1) n(z) = 0, (2) n(z) = 2%, and
(3) n(z) = (x — 10)?/8. The number of neighbors k equals 10.

Three different weighting schemes are considered (1) ¢(t) = 1 — log(t), (2) ¢(t) = 1/k, and (3)
#(t) = t~!. Note that the first and third choices are interpolated weight, and the second choice is
simply the traditional k-NN. In particular, the first ¢(-) satisfies Assumption (A.0). The four line
“true” refers to n(x).

Based on this setting, we plot the regression estimator 7j(x) in Figure [7| In order to remove the
boundary effect, we only plot the 7j(x) within range (0, 20). Note that for the second case, in order
to make the difference more clear and recognizable, we only plot 7)(+) for x between 10 and 15.

There are several insights we can obtain from the results of this toy example.

First of all, interpolated weight does ensure data interpolation. As x gets closer to the some observed
x;, the estimator 7)(x) is forced towards y;. As a consequence, 7)(z) is spiky for interpolated-NN.
On contrast, the £-NN estimator is much more smooth.

Secondly, different weighting schemes lead to different balance between bias and variance of 7).
In the first setting that n = 0, any weight-NN algorithm is unbiased, hence it corresponds to the
extreme situation that bias is 0; the second model is noiseless, hence corresponds to the opposite
extreme situation that variance is 0. In the no-bias setting, k-NN performs the best, and interpolated-
NN estimators fluctuate a lot. In the noiseless case, k-NN has the largest bias, and ¢(t) = t—1 leads
to smallest bias. These observations are consistent to our arguments in Section 3.1 in the main
text, i.e., k-NN tries to minimize the variance of nearest neighbor estimator as much as possible,
while interpolated-NN tries to minimize the estimation bias. For the comparison between different
interpolated weighting scheme, we comment that the faster ¢(¢) increases to infinite as ¢ — 0, the
smaller bias it will yield. Thus ¢(t) = ¢! leads to smaller bias then ¢(¢t) = 1 — log(t), at the
expense of larger estimation variance.

For the third model n(z) = (z — 10)2/8, it involves both noise and bias. From Figure (7| the
estimation of ¢(¢) = 1/k is always above the true line, i.e., high bias, due to the convexity of the
7. For interpolated-NN, their estimators are more rugged, but fluctuate along the true n(z). For this
case, it is difficult to claim which one is the best, but the trade-off phenomenon between bias and
variance is still clear to see.

In conclusion, a fast increasing ¢ leads to smaller bias and larger variance, and non-interpolated
weights such as k-NN leads to larger bias but smaller variance.

B Proof of Lemma 1

Lemma 5. Givenany x € X, let p = k/n (thus U,(v) = || X () — x||), and

Aa () = Py (Bp(2)) + Fo(vp(@)) = Fa(@p(2)) = Fi(vp(@))-
Under Assumption (A.4), if n|v,(x) — vy(x)| and pn — oo, and v,(x) = O(p‘/?) with
W2 12 5 oo, f (0, () = O(p'~V/4), then

EA}(x) — O(p"/2/n*/?).
Proof. For simplicity, we write F, as F, f, as f, v,(x) as v, and U, (z) as U, in this proof. Denote

As(a,b) = F(a) — F(a) — (F(b) — F(b)),
then for any a,b € R? with |a — b| is larger than order O(1/n), under Assumption (A.4), it follows

that
) — o L=V U L IO )

nm
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Figure 7: Three Trials on the Toy Simulation: Upper: n = 0; Middle: n(z) = 2?%; Lower: n(z) =
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for any positive integer m.

To illustrate @) for example, when m = 4, after expanding all the terms, the terms involving odd

moments will be zero. The non-zero terms left are
2

[E1{||X—x|e<a,b>} = (F(a) - F(b)))z} (13)
and .
E{l{IX—m(a,b)} — (F(a) F(b))] . (14)

For (13), there are O(n?) terms with this form, while for (14), there are only O(n) terms. Since
a — b is larger than O(1/n), the dominant part becomes (13)). Therefore we can obtain through
further approximating F'(a) — F(b) as [(a — b)(f(a) + f(b))]/2.
Since ﬁ(ﬁp) = F(vp) = p, we have

F(vp) = F(vp) = F(vp) — F(vp),
hence if |0, — v,| and p is larger than O(1/n),

E[F(v,) — F(@,)]*" = E[F(v,) — F(v,)]*™ = o(pm >

nm.
As aresult, for a, b > 0, without loss of generality, assume v, > vp,

E[F(Up) - F(%\p)]

~ ~ ~ ~
~

2m

IA

P(F(vp) — F(vp) >b)+ P(F(vp+a) — F(vp) <b)

+E [(F(vp +a) = F(0)* 15 < ﬁ(vw)}

~ ~

( b
vp) > b) + P(F(vp, +a) — F(vp) <b) +E[F(’Up +a) —F(vp)}

2m

IA

v,

j_q\>

§>
|

IN
Q

(
1”2)+o@%qm+%wwwm%v+mﬂ%+w—ﬁwn<w

+0(a®™(f(a+wp) + f(1,))*™)

AN
Q

2m 2m b2m1
bggzw) +0(a®(f(a+vp) + f(vp))*™) + O(a2m1(f(vp) ¥ flat vp))2m1>

*O(wuwwm+;w+vmwn#l)'

When n — oo, taking mo > mq > m, we obtain

E[F(,) - )] < 0( ).

nﬂ’L

One can check that @ = o(v,), hence f(v,) ~ f(v, + a).

As aresult, v, falls in the interval of v, + ¢ with probability tending to 1 for some ¢ > 0. We first
assume that ¢ = o(v,) hence f(v, +c) = O(f(v,)). Rewrite f = f(v, + c) f(v,) for simplicity,
then

P(|t, —vp| >¢) < O(pml).
= pm 2m fm
Therefore,
EAs(3,,0,)? < EA%(c + vy vp)+o<pm ! ) :o(cf> +0<pm ! )
’ - ’ n™m c2m f2m n n™m c2m f2m

The optimal rate becomes O(p'/?/n?/2) when n > m — oc. Note that cf /n = O(p*/? /n3/?)
implies ¢ = O(p/¥p~1/2/n=1/2) = o(p'/?) = o(v,). Since p'/4=1/2 is of larger than O(n~1/2),
¢ is also larger than O(1/n). O
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C Some Detailed Proofs of Theorem 4

C.1 Bernstein Concentration Inequality
Under assumption (A.0), for ¢(|| X 1) — z||), denote
Eexp (A¢([| X1y — x| = AEo(|| Xy — al])) = €™,
then we can use Taylor’s expansion on ¢(-) and obtain
0_2 2 3
Eexp (A¢([| X(1) — x| = AB([[ Xry — all)) = 7 /2O,
As a result, there exists (b,) such that for any |\| < 1/b,
242
Eexp (A$(| X1y — 2[l)) < e /?exp (AE(|| X 1) — ) -
Therefore, one can adopt Bernstein inequality for sub-exponential random variable to obtain

{etz/”zk 0<t<kv?/b

k
B 61X — o) — bEo(| Xy — o) 2 £ <1, t> kb
=1

In Theorem 4, we use Bernstein inequality for some Z; instead of ¢. Since Z; preserves the finite
MGF property of ¢, the concentration bound is valid with some other (b, v).

C.2 Expression of Regret

To show
ERy k(z) — R*(z) = [1 — 2n(x)|P(g(z) # g(x)),
assume 7)(z) < 1/2,
P(g(z) #Y|X = z) —n(x)

n(@)PG(x) = 01X = 2) + (1 = n(2))P(G(x) = 11X = x) — n(x)

— (@) P(G(x) = 9@)|X = 2) + (1 - n(2) PG(x) # g(x)|X = 2) — n(a)

— (@) = n(@)PG(x) # 9(x)| X = 2) + (1 - n(z) PG() # g(2)|X = 2) - n(a)
(1 - 20(2)) P((x) # g(2)|X = 2),

(
similarly, when n(x) > 1/2, we have

P(§(x) # YIX = @) - 1+ n(2) = (2n(z) - DP{G(a) # ()| X = ).

As aresult,
ERy k(z) — R*(z) = [1 — 2n(2)| P(g(x) # g(2)).

C.3 Decomposition of Miss-classification Event

To obtain
P(g(x) # g(x)) < P(rge1y = vap) + P([0(x) — (B2, r11)))| = A),
from definition of 9, A, X;f a»and X -, the event of g(x) # g(z) can be covered as:

L@ #genn@) = Haeoya)
T 2020}
TL{a@) 0B @) 2A}-
Assume n(B(z,7(x41)) > 1/2and x € X7 5, when 7j(z) < 1/2,
(B, k1)) — (@) > n(B(z,7041)) — 1/2 > A,
A similar result can be obtained when x € X, p_’ A

Therefore the decomposition leads to the upper bound in (7).
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C.4 Adopting Bernstein Inequality

Our aim is to obtain the bound

ERnyk(x) — R*(;[;) < QA(Z') |:P(7"(k+1) > ’[)21,)

k
+P( WY (X)) = n(Ble ) > Alw) - A)}
< exp(—k/8) + 2A(z) exp(—Csk(A(x) — Ag)?).

Xiy—zll
Denote ¢; = X @ —zll
i ¢ 1X (kt1)—]l

n(B(x,7(k+1))), we have

) for simplicity, then fixing 7(;11), since Ep Y (X)) =

A(.Z')P Z WZY(X(,L)) — T](B(LE, T(k+1))) > A(l‘) — Ao)
k k
0¥ (X)) > (Bl ) + A6~ 20) Y @-)

k k
= A@@)P( Y6V (X)) — kES1n(X (1)) — [n(B(@,r(es1))) + Alw) — Dol Y (¢ — En)

i=1 i=1

> kn(B(z, 7k 41))) + A(z) — Ag]Edr — k]E¢1U(X(1))>

k k
= A(CC)P{ > 6iY(Xi) = n(B(x,r41))) — (Az) — Ag) (Z bi — k‘E¢1)

> k(A(l’) — Ao)E¢177(X(1)>}

Note that

k
EZ ¢:i(Y(X;) = n(B(x,r441)))) =0,

k
E(A(z) — Ao) <Z bi — kE(bl) =0,

i=1

hence we denote

Zi(z) = ¢i(Y (X)) = n(B(z,7041)))) — (A(x) — Do) + (A(x) — Ao)Egy

for simplicity. The choice of ¢ satisfies A.0, which indicates that through adopting Bernstein in-
equality, fixing T(k+1)> there exists some constant ¢4 > 0, such that

k
A(m)P(Z Wi(Y(X@y) = n(B(z,7(11))) > Ax) - A0)
i=1

k
= A2)P (Z Zi > k(A(x) — Ao)]E¢177(X(1))>

< A(x) exp(—Cek(A(x) — Ap)?).
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