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Abstract. The support vector machine (SVM) is a supervised learning algorithm that finds a maximum-margin
linear classifier, often after mapping the data to a high-dimensional feature space via the kernel trick.
Recent work has demonstrated that in certain sufficiently overparameterized settings, the SVM
decision function coincides exactly with the minimum-norm label interpolant. This phenomenon of
support vector proliferation (SVP) is especially interesting because it allows us to understand SVM
performance by leveraging recent analyses of harmless interpolation in linear and kernel models.
However, previous work on SVP has made restrictive assumptions on the data/feature distribution
and spectrum. In this paper, we present a new and flexible analysis framework for proving SVP
in an arbitrary reproducing kernel Hilbert space with a flexible class of generative models for the
labels. We present conditions for SVP for features in the families of general bounded orthonormal
systems (e.g., Fourier features) and independent sub-Gaussian features. In both cases, we show that
SVP occurs in many interesting settings not covered by prior work, and we leverage these results to
prove novel generalization results for kernel SVM classification.
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1. Introduction. Recent empirical and theoretical efforts in supervised machine learning
have discovered a wide range of surprising phenomena that arise in the modern overparam-
eterized regime (i.e., where the number of free parameters in the model is much larger than
the number of training examples [13, 6]). For example, after it was observed that deep neural
networks can perfectly fit noisy training data and still generalize well to new data (see, e.g.,
[35, 43]), several theoretical efforts demonstrated that this ``harmless interpolation"" phenom-
enon can in fact occur even in the simpler settings of linear and kernel regressions [8, 7, 4]. A
separate, but equally surprising, observation in this overparameterized regime is that training
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procedures that optimize different loss functions can still yield similar test performance. For
example, the empirical studies of [36, 22, 26, 16] demonstrate that kernel machines and deep
neural networks trained using the squared loss, which is traditionally reserved for regression
problems with continuous labels, can result in classification performance comparable to that
of machines and networks trained with the more popular cross-entropy loss.

Motivated by these observations, recent work has sought to deepen theoretical under-
standing of the impact of the loss function in overparameterized classification tasks, starting
with linear models. The hard-margin support vector machine (SVM) [12] is one popular clas-
sification algorithm which, given n linearly separable training samples (xi, yi)\in \bfR d\times \{  - 1,1\} ,
aims to find a decision function \^f(x) = \langle \^\theta ,x\rangle by solving the convex program

\^\theta = argmin
\theta \in \bfR d

\| \theta \| 2 s.t. yi\theta 
\top xi \geq 1 for i= 1, . . . , n.

Equivalently, this solution maximizes the smallest distance from the hyperplane \{ x : \^f(x) = 0\} 
to any training example. It was first shown in [33] that, in overparameterized settings, the
SVM decision function can coincide exactly with theminimum norm interpolant of the training
data (i.e., that the learned \^\theta = argmin\theta \in \bfR d \| \theta \| 2 results in \^f(xi) = yi for all i= 1, . . . , n). This
phenomenon, termed support vector proliferation (SVP), has several important implications.
First, since it is known that these two solutions can be obtained via gradient descent on
the squared and logistic losses, respectively, this gives theoretical support to the empirical
observation that different loss functions can lead to similar behavior in overparameterized
settings [36, 22]. This equivalence has also been exploited in several works (e.g., [33, 42, 41])
to study the generalization performance of the SVM by understanding the minimum-norm
interpolant of the discrete labels, which can be more easily analyzed via a convenient closed-
form solution. This approach can in fact be leveraged to prove classification consistency results
for the SVM in settings which classical generalization bounds do not cover, as discussed in
[33, 21].

Despite considerable subsequent progress in our understanding of SVP [21, 1, 42, 41, 10],
current characterizations crucially depend on strong distributional assumptions on the data
or features. Specifically, conditions under which SVP occurs have only been given in settings
where the features have Gaussian or independent sub-Gaussian entries. Thus, these conditions
are essentially applicable only when a linear model is learned directly on input data which is
itself high-dimensional. By contrast, in the more general setting of kernel SVM, the training
data x \in \bfR d is often first transformed (either explicitly or implicitly, using the kernel trick)
via some feature map \phi : \bfR d \rightarrow \bfR D, and the SVM solution described above learns a function
of the form \^f(x) = \langle \^\theta ,\phi (x)\rangle . For essentially any choice of kernel or nonlinear feature map,
the entries of \phi (xi) are not independent. Indeed, in many common learning settings, D\gg d;
i.e., training data of low or fixed dimension (or effectively low, e.g., from a low-dimensional
manifold) are mapped to some higher-dimensional or even infinite-dimensional features which
are intricately dependent on one another. As a case study, SVP was first empirically observed
in the experiments of [33], which used 1-dimensional data and a Fourier feature map whose
entries have considerable structure. Existing theoretical results do not apply in such settings.

1.1. Contributions. In this paper, we study SVP for kernel methods (i.e., for general
classes of feature maps) and provide precise nonasymptotic conditions under which it occurs.

Copyright © by SIAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

09
/0

1/
24

 to
 2

4.
12

6.
19

9.
25

0 
. R

ed
is

tri
bu

tio
n 

su
bj

ec
t t

o 
SI

A
M

 li
ce

ns
e 

or
 c

op
yr

ig
ht

; s
ee

 h
ttp

s:
//e

pu
bs

.si
am

.o
rg

/te
rm

s-
pr

iv
ac

y



NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 763

We consider a generative label model for classification of the form \eta \ast (x) = 2\bfP (y = 1 | x) - 1,
where \eta \ast is a function in an arbitrary RKHS (reproducing kernel Hilbert space) and represents
a natural affine transformation of the classification conditional probability. Our results are
briefly summarized below.

SVP for general bounded features. Under the label model described above, we provide
sufficient conditions on the spectrum of the kernel integral operator and training examples
under which the minimum RKHS-norm interpolant of the training data is identical to the
decision function learned by the kernel SVM. In section 3.1 we formally provide the main
assumptions under which our result holds. At a high level, we only require that the leading
kernel eigenfunctions comprise a bounded orthonormal system (BOS), and we leverage recent
conditions from the literature for harmless interpolation of noise to ensure that the minimum-
norm interpolant is close to an attenuated version1 of \eta \ast . Then, in section 3.2 we characterize
the settings in which SVP occurs under these assumptions. Compared to previous work, our
requirements on the feature map and kernel spectrum are considerably weaker and allow us to
show that SVP can occur in general RKHS settings without independence or sub-Gaussianity
of features. Our proof techniques for these results depart significantly from prior literature
that assumes worst-case labels [33, 21, 42, 41, 10, 1] and make novel conceptual connections
between SVP and tools for sharp error analysis of interpolating methods. This allows us to
leverage a few key insights from the harmless interpolation literature [31] to obtain refined
bounds. Nevertheless, our proofs depart from these results in a few key respects. Unlike the
L2-norm bounds developed for generalization analysis, our approach relies on a combination
of a ``leave-one-out"" technique (originating in [21]) and the derivation of fine-grained bounds
on the function evaluation of an estimator at a specific point. Especially when features are not
sub-Gaussian, this often requires careful handling and results in some unusual decompositions
(e.g., Lemma 4.4) that do not follow from existing bounds in the kernel regression literature.

Refined bounds for independent, sub-Gaussian features. In section 3.3, we specialize and
sharpen our results to the case where the features are independent and sub-Gaussian. Notably,
unlike in prior works, our use of a probabilistic generative label model and weaker spectral
assumptions allows us to show that SVP can occur even when the minimum-norm interpolant
generalizes well for the regression task. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first instance
in which SVP has been established for such cases.

Generalization of the kernel SVM in new regimes. As in previous work on SVP, our results
can be combined with analysis of the minimum-norm interpolant to analyze the generaliza-
tion performance of the SVM. In section 3.4, we show that our analysis can be used to prove
asymptotic classification consistency of the kernel SVM in new settings which are too (effec-
tively) high-dimensional for classical generalization bounds to be informative. Compared to
prior works on SVP which consider linear models on the input data, our results demonstrate
that the kernel SVM can generalize well for a range of interesting kernels that correspond to
more structured feature mappings.

1.2. Related work. We organize our discussion of related work into two categories.
Support vector proliferation. The empirical observation that the squared and cross-entropy

losses result in comparable classification performance in modern deep learning and kernel

1Specifically, we define an operator \scrS and require that \^\eta \approx \scrS \eta \ast and that \scrS be an L\infty contraction operator.
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764 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

models [36, 22, 26, 16] has led to increased theoretical interest in the phenomenon of support
vector proliferation [33, 21, 1, 10, 42, 41] and, more generally, equivalences between the solu-
tions obtained by various loss functions [27]. In particular, since the SVM and minimum-norm
interpolant can be obtained by gradient descent on the cross-entropy (or similar exponential-
tailed) [37, 24, 23, 18, 25] and squared losses, SVP provides an avenue for understanding the
types of overparameterized settings in which this loss function equivalence can occur.

Prior works provide conditions (typically in terms of the data covariance and/or the signal-
to-noise ratio) under which the phenomenon of SVP occurs with high probability, for an arbi-
trary (i.e., worst-case) choice of labels. However, these results all require strong assumptions
on the data distribution and dimensionality. SVP was first shown under Gaussian design
in [33], and sufficient conditions were given in [21] for independent sub-Gaussian and Haar
design, along with a converse result for the Gaussian case. Furthermore, the authors of [1]
provided a converse result for SVP for anisotropic sub-Gaussian data and proved that a data
dimension d=\Theta (n logn) is needed for SVP in the isotropic case. We provide a more detailed
contextualization between our upper bounds and the converse results of [1] in section 3.2.1.
The work of [42, 10, 41] develops similar results under Gaussian and sub-Gaussian mixture
models for the binary, multiclass, and one-versus-all SVM settings. In our work, we focus on
a particular generative model for binary labels and do not explicitly make sub-Gaussian tail
assumptions on the covariate distribution in our main result. A second key difference between
our results and existing literature is that, because of our probabilistic generative model on the
labels, we obtain results under weaker random matrix conditions (and hence conditions on
the spectrum of the kernel integral operator). These spectral conditions are similar to those
used in analyses of minimum-norm interpolants (e.g., [4, 34, 39, 32, 31]) and highlight a novel
connection between SVP and harmless interpolation of noise.

Generalization analysis of classifiers in overparameterized settings. Classical bounds on the
generalization error of the SVM rely on sample compression (e.g., [17, 15]) or Rademacher
complexity (e.g., [5, 30]), which typically yields upper bounds on the test error in terms
of the fraction of training samples which are support vectors or the margin achieved by
the learned hyperplane on the training set, respectively. Moreover, the fraction of support
vectors in the SVM was shown to be o(1) in a range of settings where the number of training
points is proportional to or much greater than the data dimension [14, 9, 29], implying good
generalization. When the data or feature dimension is much larger than the number of training
points, however, these results no longer apply. In fact, it has recently been shown that the SVM
decision function can interpolate the training labels in highly overparameterized settings (i.e.,
that every point becomes a support vector) and that, as a result, traditional bounds become
vacuous, in the sense that they are no better than a constant with high probability [33, 21].

Recent analyses of benign overfitting in linear and kernel regression models have pro-
vided an alternative path to studying the behavior and generalization of overparameterized
classifiers. These results have been exploited2 to provide error bounds in a signed Gaussian
model [33], high-dimensional linear discriminant analysis [11], and Gaussian and sub-Gaussian

2We note that there is a wide body of work on asymptotic error analysis and general \ell p-regularizers and
accordingly restrict our discussion to the most relevant setting, i.e., nonasymptotic error analyses of the SVM
with \ell 2-regularization.
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NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 765

mixture models [42, 41, 10]. Most of these works (with the exception of [11], which also re-
quires very high-dimensional data) explicitly use SVP to link the performance of a classifier
to that of an interpolating regression task, which is easier to analyze. Hence, these results
only apply in the restrictive settings in which SVP has been shown to hold.

By contrast, our approach most closely resembles that of [31], which gives a bound for the
classification loss of the label interpolant obtained by minimizing the squared loss in a general
RKHS setting. The analysis tools provided in [31] in turn have some precedent in the approach
of [20, 44], which considered explicitly regularized kernel regression under random design and
minimal assumptions on the features. Notably, our results for bounded orthonormal systems
are also stated in terms of spectral conditions on the kernel integral operator rather than
particular properties of the data distribution. The resultant error expressions are not as
sharp as those obtained via Gaussian or sub-Gaussian assumptions, but they apply for more
general choices of kernel and feature map.

2. Background and setup. Our main results build on the analytic framework for kernel
regression and classification in [31]. We summarize the main components of this framework
here. Specifically, we introduce important concepts related to the spectral properties of repro-
ducing kernel Hilbert spaces and set up the supervised learning framework under which we will
study the equivalence of the support vector machine (SVM) and minimum-norm interpolation
(MNI) classification problems.

2.1. Notation. For a probability space (X,\mu ) and f : X \rightarrow \bfR , we define the norms

\| f\| Lp
:= (\bfE x\sim \mu | f(x)| p)1/p and \| f\| L\infty 

:= ess supx| f(x)| . For u \in \bfR n, \| u\| \ell 2 or \| u\| 2 is
the Euclidean norm. More generally, for a function f in a Hilbert space \scrH , \| f\| \scrH is the
Hilbert norm. We define L2(X,\mu ) to be the Hilbert space of square-integrable functions
f : X \rightarrow \bfR with inner product \langle f, g\rangle L2

= \bfE x\sim \mu f(x)g(x). We denote the \ell 2 and \scrH inner
products by \langle \cdot , \cdot \rangle \ell 2 and \langle \cdot , \cdot \rangle \scrH , respectively. We will write the operator norm of an operator
T : \scrH 1 \rightarrow \scrH 2 (for distinct Hilbert spaces \scrH 1, \scrH 2) with respect to the \scrH 1 and \scrH 2 norms as
\| T\| \scrH 1\rightarrow \scrH 2

:= sup\| f\| \scrH 1
\leq 1 \| Tf\| \scrH 2

or, when T :\scrH 1 \rightarrow \scrH 1, simply as \| T\| \scrH 1
. For a subspace A

of a Hilbert space \scrH , we denote the orthogonal projection operator onto A as \scrP A, and for
an operator T on \scrH , we denote TA := T\scrP A. Let diag\bot (Z) denote the projection of a matrix
Z onto the set of matrices with zero diagonal. The identity operator is denoted by \scrI (or I
when it is an ordinary matrix). The notation ei denotes the ith canonical basis vector in \bfR n.
Finally, the notation a\lesssim b means a\leq Cb for some universal constant C > 0, a\asymp b means a\lesssim b
and b\lesssim a, and a\ll b means a< cb for some (sufficiently small) constant c > 0.

2.2. Reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces. Let \scrH be a reproducing kernel Hilbert space
(RKHS) of real-valued functions on a probability space (X,\mu ). We denote the reproducing
kernel of \scrH as k :X \times X \rightarrow \bfR . By definition, k satisfies the property that, for any x\in X and
f \in \scrH , f(x) = \langle kx, f\rangle \scrH , and kx := k(x, \cdot ) is the unique element in \scrH with this property.

Our results rely crucially on the spectral properties of the kernel used during the learning
process. To this end, we first assume that samples of X are drawn according to the probability
measure \mu . Then, the kernel integral operator \scrT :L2(X,\mu )\rightarrow L2(X,\mu ) is given by

\scrT f(\cdot ) =
\int 
X
k(\cdot , y)f(y)d\mu (y).

Copyright © by SIAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.
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766 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

Assuming k is continuous, Mercer's theorem yields

k(x, y) =

\infty \sum 
\ell =1

\lambda \ell v\ell (x)v\ell (y),

where \{ \lambda \ell \} \infty \ell =1 and \{ v\ell \} \infty \ell =1 are the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions of \scrT , respectively (a discus-
sion of the relatively weak conditions under which such a decomposition holds can be found
in [38]). Furthermore, the eigenfunctions \{ v\ell \} \infty \ell =1 form an orthonormal basis for L2(X,\mu ).
Without loss of generality, we will assume the eigenvalues are sorted so that \lambda 1 \geq \lambda 2 \geq \cdot \cdot \cdot \geq 0.
For some index p, which we can select in our analysis, let G := span(v1, . . . , vp) be the subspace
of L2(X,\mu ) corresponding to the largest p eigenvalues, and let \scrT G be the restriction of the
kernel integral operator to G.

2.3. Classification setting. Assume we observe a training set \{ xi, yi\} ni=1, consisting of
i.i.d. (independent and identically distributed) copies of (x, y), where x \sim \mu and y \in \{  - 1,1\} .
We assume the relationship between x and y is governed by the regression function

\eta \ast (x) :=\bfE [y | x] = 2\bfP (y= 1 | x) - 1(2.1)

for some \eta \ast \in G.3 In other words, given x, y equals 1 with probability \eta \ast (x)+1
2 and equals  - 1

otherwise. Equation (2.1) constitutes a natural generative model for classification through
performing regression on (an affine transformation of) the classification conditional probabil-
ity; similar models appear in the literature on plug-in classifiers (e.g., [2]), albeit with slightly
different regularity assumptions on \eta \ast . Accordingly, we consider classification procedures
which yield an estimator \^\eta of \eta \ast and predict the label of a new point x\in X via \^y= sign(\^\eta (x)).
It is often convenient to consider our binary observations as being of the form yi = \eta \ast (xi)+\xi i,
where \xi i := yi  - \eta \ast (xi) is interpreted as observation noise and satisfies \bfE [\xi | x] = 0. We collect
the observations yi and the noise \xi i into vectors y and \xi , respectively; it will be clear from the
context whether these symbols refer to the scalar random variables or the vector of observed
values.

Given a data set of the form described above, we let \scrA : \scrH \rightarrow \bfR n denote the sampling
operator on \scrH , i.e., the operator such that (\scrA f)i = f(xi). The adjoint \scrA \ast : \bfR n \rightarrow \scrH of the
sampling operator with respect to the \scrH and \ell 2 inner products is characterized by \scrA \ast \beta =\sum n

i=1 \beta ikxi
, for any \beta \in \bfR n. Finally, we denote the Gram matrix corresponding to the data

set as K :=\scrA \scrA \ast \in \bfR n\times n. The entries of this matrix are given by Kij = k(xi, xj).
For our analysis, we also split the sampling operator into its components which act on G

and G\bot , denoted \scrA G := \scrC and \scrR := \scrA G\bot , respectively. We let \scrC \ast = \scrT  - 1
G \scrA \ast 

G be the adjoint
operator of \scrA G corresponding to the inner product \langle \cdot , \cdot \rangle L2

. Finally, the excess classification
risk of an estimator \^\eta is defined as

\scrE (\^\eta ) :=\bfP (\^y \not = y) - \bfP (y \not = sign(\eta \ast )).

3The assumption that \eta \ast lies in the subspace G is stated for convenience and to simplify the statement of
our main assumption and theorems. It can be relaxed at the expense of an extra term in our error expressions.
This is made explicit in section 5.
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NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 767

2.4. Ridgeless kernel regression. The ridgeless kernel regression, or \bfm \bfi \bfn \bfi \bfm \bfu \bfm -\bfn \bfo \bfr \bfm 
\bfi \bfn \bft \bfe \bfr \bfp \bfo \bfl \bfa \bft \bfi \bfo \bfn (\bfM \bfN \bfI ), procedure solves the problem

\^\eta = argmin
\eta \in \scrH 

\| \eta \| \scrH 

s.t. \eta (xi) = yi for all i= 1, . . . , n.
(2.2)

This problem admits a closed-form solution \^\eta (x) =
\sum n

i=1
\^\beta ik(x,xi), where \^\beta = K - 1y. The

properties of such estimators have been studied extensively in several recent works (e.g.,
[28, 4, 19, 32, 31]). At a high level, most of these works decompose the learned estimate as

\^\eta =\scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1y=\scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA \eta \ast \underbrace{}  \underbrace{}  
=:\^\eta 0

+\scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\xi \underbrace{}  \underbrace{}  
=:\epsilon 

(2.3)

and then, under various assumptions, characterize when (i) the first term approximates \eta \ast and
(ii) the second term is negligible. Most central to our analysis, [31] shows that, under certain
spectral conditions on the kernel, the estimate satisfies \^\eta \approx \scrS \eta \ast , where \scrS = n\scrT G (\alpha \scrI G + n\scrT G) - 1

is the idealized survival operator,4 which represents how well the true function is recovered
by MNI. We will see below that SVP can occur in a variety of settings where \scrS uniformly
attenuates \eta \ast in the L\infty -norm.

2.5. Kernel SVM. The \bfh \bfa \bfr \bfd -\bfm \bfa \bfr \bfg \bfi \bfn \bfk \bfe \bfr \bfn \bfe \bfl \bfs \bfu \bfp \bfp \bfo \bfr \bft \bfv \bfe \bfc \bft \bfo \bfr \bfm \bfa \bfc \bfh \bfi \bfn \bfe (\bfS \bfV \bfM ) pro-
cedure aims to find a linear classifier that maximizes the training data margin in the space
\scrH . Particularly, the primal and dual forms of this problem can be written as

\^\eta = argmin
\eta \in \scrH 

\| \eta \| \scrH 

s.t. yi\eta (xi)\geq 1 for i= 1, . . . , n.
\Leftarrow \Rightarrow 

\^\beta = argmax
\beta \in \BbbR n

y\top \beta  - 1

2
\beta TK\beta 

s.t. yi\beta i \geq 0 for i= 1, . . . , n,

(2.4)

with \^\eta =
\sum n

i=1
\^\beta ikxi

. Observing the dual form, we note here that the estimators \^\eta obtained
by the MNI and SVM learning procedures both have a representation as a linear combination
(with coefficients given in the vector \^\beta ) of the input features kxi

, for i = 1, . . . , n. As was
originally noted in the discussion of [33, 21], it is readily verified that the choice \^\beta = K - 1y
(which characterizes the solution to (2.2)) also maximizes the dual objective function of (2.4);
however, this choice may not satisfy all of the additional constraints of the SVM. Our main
results in the following section aim to characterize when the estimators \^\eta obtained by solving
these two problems coincide exactly. Since the support vectors are the training points which
satisfy \^\eta (xi) = \pm 1 (and hence for which the primal constraints are active), this equivalence
implies that every training point is a support vector in the learned SVM.

3. Main results. In this section, we provide our main results characterizing SVP in the
RKHS setting described above. After describing our main assumptions and defining the key
quantities which appear in our results, in section 3.2 we state a theorem for general bounded
feature families and provide an example of a bilevel feature design which exhibits SVP. Then, in
section 3.3 we use our analysis framework to strengthen our results in the case of independent,

4We will formally define \alpha in Assumption 3.1.
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768 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

sub-Gaussian features, hence showing that SVP can occur in a more strictly expanded regime
than that provided by the main results of [21] under our generative label model. Finally, we
demonstrate that our result immediately implies good generalization (in the sense of statistical
consistency) of the kernel SVM in new overparameterized settings.

3.1. Feature model and sampling conditions. We consider kernels for which the eigen-
functions of the kernel integral operator v\ell (x) satisfy one of the following two properties:

1. \bfB \bfo \bfu \bfn \bfd \bfe \bfd \bfo \bfr \bft \bfh \bfo \bfn \bfo \bfr \bfm \bfa \bfl \bfs \bfy \bfs \bft \bfe \bfm \bfo \bfn G (\bfB \bfO \bfS ): The eigenfunctions of \scrT G satisfy\sum p
\ell =1 v

2
\ell (x)\leq Cp with probability 1 over x for some constant C \geq 1.

2. \bfI \bfn \bfd \bfe \bfp \bfe \bfn \bfd \bfe \bfn \bft \bfs \bfu \bfb -\bfG \bfa \bfu \bfs \bfs \bfi \bfa \bfn (\bfS \bfG ): For x\sim \mu , the \{ v\ell (x)\} \ell \geq 1 are independent, zero-
mean, sub-Gaussian random variables.

The BOS condition on G is satisfied by several common feature families, such as Fourier
features, certain orthonormal polynomial families, discrete orthonormal systems, etc. Notably,
in many of these cases, the features are far from independent.

Our analysis considers the setting where the sampling locations in the training set are
drawn independently from the distribution \mu and satisfy certain properties with high prob-
ability (which can be separately verified via concentration bounds stated in Appendix A)
The first two properties are equivalent to those in Theorem 1 of [31]. The last condition is
a property of our analysis and is satisfied for a variety of choices of features and \eta \ast . After
listing our main assumption below, we provide a brief interpretation and discussion of when
it is satisfied.

Assumption 3.1. For some 0 < \delta < 1/2, the training samples x1, . . . , xn
\mathrm{i}.\mathrm{i}.\mathrm{d}.\sim \mu satisfy all of

the following with probability at least 1 - \delta :
1. (Residual Gram matrix concentration.) There exist constants \alpha L \asymp \alpha U > 0 for which

the residual Gram matrix satisfies

\alpha LIn \preccurlyeq \scrR \scrR \ast \preccurlyeq \alpha UIn.

2. (Feature covariance concentration on G.) Let \scrC \setminus i be the sampling operator on G for
the leave-one-out data set \{ x1, . . . , xi - 1, xi+1, . . . , xn\} with L2-adjoint \scrC \ast 

\setminus i. Then, for

all i\in \{ 1, . . . , n\} , the following holds for some c\leq 1
2 :

\alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L
+

2

n
\| \scrC \ast 

\setminus i\scrC \setminus i  - n\scrI G\| L2
\leq c.

3. (L\infty control on expected recovered signal.) Let \alpha be the harmonic mean of \alpha L and \alpha U .
Let \scrS := n\scrT G (\alpha \scrI G + n\scrT G) - 1 be the idealized survival operator, and let \scrB := \scrI G  - \scrS 
be the idealized bias operator. Then

b := \| \scrB \eta \ast \| \infty \lesssim 1 - \| \scrS \eta \ast \| \infty .

The first condition of residual Gram matrix concentration is needed to ensure harmless
interpolation of noise in MNI and has been shown to hold with high probability in many
situations, such as in the case of sub-Gaussian features [4, 39] and in settings where the leading
eigenspace satisfies a hypercontractivity condition [32]. We provide relevant concentration
bounds in Appendix A which can be used to verify this condition in both the BOS and SG
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NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 769

cases. Note that unlike previous results on SVP which are label-agnostic and depend crucially
on concentration of the entire Gram matrix to a multiple of identity (including [33, 21]), we
only require this concentration property for the residual component.

The second condition requires covariance concentration on G. The full-sample version of
this assumption is standard in regression. Our leave-one-out version holds with high prob-
ability for BOS features when n \gtrsim p logn (see, e.g., Lemma A.3) and for SG features when
n\gtrsim p (Lemma A.4).

The third condition requires that the idealized survival operator \scrS shrinks \eta \ast (approxi-
mately) uniformly. Although this condition seems rather unusual at first glance, it turns out
to provide the flexibility necessary to cover previously studied regimes while also allowing us
to show that SVP occurs in new settings (by leveraging the dependence on \eta \ast ). For instance,
it is satisfied in any of the following cases:

\bullet \bfH \bfe \bfa \bfv \bfi \bfe \bfr -\bft \bfa \bfi \bfl \bfe \bfd \bfe \bfi \bfg \bfe \bfn \bfv \bfa \bfl \bfu \bfe \bfs : In general, if \alpha \gg n\lambda 1, then \scrS \eta \ast will shrink to-
wards 0 while \scrB \eta \ast approaches \eta \ast , and sufficient shrinkage coupled with bounded v\ell 
yields the desired L\infty control. This condition is quite generic and covers most set-
tings in which SVP has previously been studied---note the similarity to the condition\sum d

i=1 \lambda i \gg \lambda 1n logn from [21]. Special cases include slow polynomial decay (studied in
the supplementary material (SVM SIMODS supplement.pdf [local/web 255KB])) and
the isotropic finite-dimensional case (where d\gg n, \lambda \ell = 1 for \ell \leq d, and 0 otherwise).

\bullet \bfI \bfd \bfe \bfn \bft \bfi \bfc \bfa \bfl \bfl \bfe \bfa \bfd \bfi \bfn \bfg \bfe \bfi \bfg \bfe \bfn \bfv \bfa \bfl \bfu \bfe \bfs : The leading p eigenvalues of \scrT are identically equal
to some \lambda > 0. Then, \scrS = n\lambda 

\alpha +n\lambda \scrI G and \scrB = \alpha 
\alpha +n\lambda \scrI G, and the fact that \| \eta \ast \| \infty \leq 1

implies that the assumption holds (with the constant in the \lesssim being exactly 1). We
explore this scenario in section 3.2.1.

\bullet \bfone -\bfs \bfp \bfa \bfr \bfs \bfe \bft \bfa \bfr \bfg \bfe \bft \bff \bfu \bfn \bfc \bft \bfi \bfo \bfn : We obtain the same result without identical leading
eigenvalues if \eta \ast is in the span of a single leading eigenvector, i.e., \eta \ast = \gamma v\ell for some
1\leq \ell \leq p and constant \gamma .

3.2. General conditions for SVM equivalence. Our main result provides sufficient con-
ditions under Assumption 3.1 for every training point to be a support vector and hence for
MNI and SVM to yield identical solutions. The proof of this result is given in section 4.

Theorem 3.2 (SVP in bounded orthonormal systems). Consider the classification setting
described in section 2 with BOS features. Suppose Assumption 3.1 is satisfied for \eta \ast \in G.
Then, with probability at least 1 - \delta  - 2

n , the solutions of the MNI procedure (2.2) and the SVM
procedure (2.4) coincide if

1

b

\sqrt{} 
p logn

n
+

\alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L

\biggl( \surd 
logn

b
+
\surd 
n

\biggr) 
+ c2

\surd 
p\ll 1.(3.1)

Our result depends, in a nuanced manner, on the idealized bias term b, the number of
samples n, the dimension p of G, the concentration of our residual Gram matrix \scrR \scrR \ast , and
(through the constant c) the sample covariance concentration on G. This result shows that
SVP can occur more generally in kernel settings without sub-Gaussian or independent features
(including the Fourier feature setting in [33], where this phenomenon was originally observed).
Note that, unlike the results of [33, 21], our analysis assumes a particular model for the labels
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770 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

and does not allow for adversarial label selection. However, our results apply under much
weaker assumptions on the features, as we discuss in the next section.

3.2.1. Implications for the bilevel ensemble. As a concrete example, we now introduce
the overparameterized bilevel ensemble as defined in [33, 31]. This example is useful for
understanding the types of settings in which SVP can occur and is parameterized by a tuple
(n,\beta , q, r), where \beta > 1, 0< r < 1, and q\leq \beta  - r. Here, d= n\beta is the number of features used
for training, the first p= nr features correspond to larger eigenvalues, and

\lambda \ell =

\Biggl\{ 
1 for 1\leq \ell \leq p,

n - \beta +r+q for p < \ell \leq d.
(3.2)

Note that q \leq \beta  - r (with equality representing the isotropic case) is required for correct
eigenvalue ordering, and r < 1 ensures p < n. Here, q can be interpreted as controlling the
``effective overparameterization,"" i.e., the separation between the leading and residual eigen-
values. This type of featurization was inspired by spiked covariance models [33] and has the
useful property that it permits harmless interpolation of noise in linear regression throughout
its permissible range of parameters, making it a natural setting in which to explore the phe-
nomenon of SVP. While we specialize our results to this ensemble for better comparison to
prior works, it is important to note that our main theorem is stated in considerable generality
and holds for any feature map with relatively heavy-tailed eigenvalues (see also the discus-
sion after Assumption 3.1). In the supplementary material (SVM SIMODS supplement.pdf
[local/web 255KB]), we provide analogous results for the case of polynomial decay of eigen-
values (which was considered for benign overfitting in [4]) . Below we specialize the result of
Theorem 3.2 to the case of bounded features under the bilevel ensemble. The proof is provided
in Appendix B.

Corollary 3.3 (SVP in BOS: Bilevel ensemble). Consider the bilevel ensemble with param-
eters (n,\beta , q, r) and bounded features \{ v\ell (x)\} d\ell =1. Suppose \eta \ast \in G as in the classification

setting of section 2 and supx | 
\sum 

\ell >p(| v\ell (x)| 2  - 1)| \lesssim n
\beta 

2
+1. Then, as n\rightarrow \infty , SVP occurs with

probability \rightarrow 1 if \beta > 3, q > 1 - r
2 , and r < 2

3 .

This corollary demonstrates that SVP occurs in this setting as long as the degree of effec-
tive overparameterization (controlled by \beta and q) is sufficiently high. Notably, this permits
situations where the features are highly structured. In fact, we only assume the v\ell are bounded

and satisfy the thin-shell type condition supx

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \sum \ell >p(| v\ell (x)| 2  - 1)
\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \ll n

\beta 

2
+1, which ensures that

k(x,x) does not vary too much and is necessary for concentration of the residual Gram matrix
(similar requirements are given in related works which study this concentration phenomenon,
such as [32, 3]) This can be easily verified to hold for many structured feature families, includ-
ing Fourier features, for which | v\ell (x)| 2 = 1 uniformly for all x. We further note that, although
we state asymptotic results under the bilevel model for clarity of exposition, Theorem 3.2
(and the proof in Appendix B) allows us to obtain finite-sample guarantees that hold with
high probability in a wide range of settings with nonuniform eigenvalues.

3.3. Improvement in the independent, sub-Gaussian case. We now consider the case
in which the features \{ v\ell (x)\} \ell are independent and sub-Gaussian random variables. This is
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NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 771

the setting which was considered in earlier works on support vector proliferation [21, 33].
These works generally do not assume a particular label model and state conditions in terms
of certain notions of ``effective rank"" of the entire feature covariance. In a comparison to this
line of work, we also state results in the independent, sub-Gaussian case. Our results apply to
a more specific label model, which implicitly imposes an additional distributional assumption
compared to previous work, since \eta \ast (x) (which is a linear combination of \{ vi(x)\} pi=1) must be
uniformly bounded in our model. However, our analysis framework allows us to recover many
existing results while also showing that SVP can occur in a broader range of settings. The
proof of this theorem is given in section 4.5.

Theorem 3.4 (SVP for independent, sub-Gaussian features). Consider the classification set-
ting described in section 2. Suppose that Assumption 3.1 is satisfied for \eta \ast \in G and that the
features \{ v\ell (x)\} \ell >1 are zero-mean, independent, and sub-Gaussian. Then, with probability at
least 1 - \delta  - ne - p  - 3

n , the solutions of the MNI procedure (2.2) and the SVM procedure (2.4)
coincide if

1

b

\sqrt{} 
p logn

n
+

\alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L

\surd 
logn

b
+

\sqrt{} 
\lambda p+1n logn

\alpha L
+ c
\sqrt{} 

logn\ll 1.(3.3)

We can see that the last two terms are much sharper than the corresponding terms in
the BOS case (e.g., c

\surd 
logn instead of c2

\surd 
p). This improved bound, coupled with the faster

concentration rates of the operators \scrR \scrR \ast and \scrC \ast \scrC for sub-Gaussian features, can be shown
to weaken the conditions for SVP under the bilevel ensemble. We state this condition in the
following corollary, proved in Appendix B.

Corollary 3.5 (SVP for independent, sub-Gaussian case: Bilevel ensemble). Consider the
bilevel ensemble with parameters (n,\beta , q, r) and independent, zero-mean, sub-Gaussian features
\{ v\ell (x)\} d\ell =1. Suppose \eta \ast \in G in the classification setting of section 2. Then, as n\rightarrow \infty , SVP
occurs with probability \rightarrow 1 if \beta >max(1,3 - 2r - 2q) and q > 1 - r

2 .

This corollary is consistent with the results of [21], which show that SVP occurs in the
bilevel model for q > 1 - r and \beta > 1 for arbitrary labels yi. We recover this result under our
label model while also finding that SVP can occur in the range 1 - r

2 < q < 1 - r as long as \beta 
is sufficiently large (i.e., as long as there is sufficient overparameterization). Unlike previous
settings in which SVP was shown to occur, this is a regime in which the MNI procedure turns
out to be regression-consistent, that is, it can recover \eta \ast exactly in the limit as n\rightarrow \infty [33].5

3.4. Generalization of the kernel SVM in new settings. In settings where support vec-
tor proliferation occurs, the equivalence between the MNI and the kernel SVM provides an
approach for characterizing the generalization error of the SVM classifier. Specifically, we can
use the MNI, which has a closed-form solution and has been analyzed extensively in recent
literature, to understand the generalization of the kernel SVM. Indeed, as noted in [21], tradi-
tional SVM generalization bounds are often based on the fraction of support vectors and hence

5We note here that [1] showed that SVP is unlikely to happen (on sub-Gaussian data) for the regime

where d2 :=
(
\sum 

\ell \geq 1 \lambda j)
2\sum 

\ell \geq 1 \lambda 2
j

\lesssim n logn and d2\infty :=
(
\sum 

j\geq 1 \lambda j)
2

\lambda 2
1

\gtrsim d2n. However, this regime is not captured by any

parameterization of the bilevel ensemble, as we always have d2\infty \ll d2n. Our results apply to a different regime
in which we allow d\infty \leq n and still show that SVP can hold.
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772 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

become uninformative in the types of overparameterized settings where SVP occurs (and this
fraction approaches 1). Nevertheless, the equivalence to MNI can be used to demonstrate that
the kernel SVM can indeed generalize well (in the sense of asymptotic consistency) even in
highly overparameterized settings where every training point is a support vector. Previously,
such results were shown for linear models on Gaussian and independent-sub-Gaussian data
[33, 21, 42, 41, 10]. We now demonstrate that such results can also be shown for general kernel
methods under the bilevel ensemble, addressing in part an open question raised in [33]. Recall
that under this ensemble, classical margin bounds can be used to show that the kernel SVM
is classification-consistent for q < 1 - r. By leveraging generalization results for the MNI from
[31], we show below that SVP can be used to show that the kernel SVM is also consistent in
some cases where q > 1 - r, i.e., where there is a high degree of overparameterization.

Corollary 3.6 (generalization of kernel SVM in the bilevel ensemble). Consider the bilevel
ensemble with parameters (n,\beta , q, r). Suppose \eta \ast \in G in the classification setting of section 2.
Then, the following hold:

1. BOS case: Under the conditions of Corollary 3.3, the excess classification risk of the
kernel SVM satisfies

\scrE 
\mathrm{l}\mathrm{o}\mathrm{g}

\lesssim 
\Bigl( 
max(1, nr+q - 1)

\Bigl( 
n(r - 1)/2 + n(1 - \beta )/2

\Bigr) 
+ nr+q - \beta /2 + nq - 3

2
(1 - r)

\Bigr) 
\| \eta \ast \| L2

,

with probability \rightarrow 1 as n\rightarrow \infty . Hence, \scrE \rightarrow 0 if \beta > 3, r < 2
3 , and 0\leq q < 3

2(1 - r).
2. SG case: Under the conditions of Corollary 3.5, the excess classification risk of the

kernel SVM satisfies

\scrE 
\mathrm{l}\mathrm{o}\mathrm{g}

\lesssim 
\Bigl( 
max(1, nr+q - 1)

\Bigl( 
n(r - 1)/2 + n(1 - \beta )/2

\Bigr) 
+ nr+q - \beta 

2
 - 1

2 + nq - 3

2
(1 - r)

\Bigr) 
\| \eta \ast \| L2

,

with probability \rightarrow 1 as n\rightarrow \infty . Hence, \scrE \rightarrow 0 if 0\leq q <min(1 - r+ \beta  - 1
2 , 32(1 - r)).

We note that the part 2 of Corollary 3.6 is very similar to the condition implied by
the works [33, 21] while requiring a slightly stronger condition on q. However, these prior
results assume that the true function is 1-sparse and linear; by contrast, we consider a flexible
classification setting where the target function \eta \ast is assumed to belong to the subspace G
of \scrH , and the yi follow the label model described in section 2. Furthermore, the part 1
of Corollary 3.6 applies to a broad range of nonindependent feature families with possibly
heavier-tailed distributions. In the supplementary material (SVM SIMODS supplement.pdf
[local/web 255KB]), we provide an analogous result for kernels with slow polynomial eigenvalue
decay.

4. Proofs of main theorems. In this section, we provide proofs of our main results. We
begin by describing our overall proof technique before considering the main components of
the analysis separately, deferring the proofs of useful technical lemmas to Appendix A.

4.1. Overview of analysis. Our results are built off of the deterministic conditions for
support vector proliferation provided in [21]. For self-containment, we first restate this result
for the kernel setting with the notation introduced in section 2.

Proposition 4.1 (Lemma 1 in [21]). For a kernel k(x, y) corresponding to RKHS \scrH , let the
minimum-norm label interpolant \^\eta be given by the formula
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\^\eta (x) =

n\sum 
i=1

zik(x,xi),

where z =K - 1y, and K = [k(xi, xj)]ij is the kernel Gram matrix, assumed to be nonsingular.
Furthermore, let \^\eta \setminus i be the minimum-norm label interpolant constructed using the leave-one-
out data set consisting of points \{ (xj , yj)\} nj=1,j \not =i.

Then, the following conditions are equivalent:
1. Every data point (xi, yi) is a support vector for the max-margin SVM, i.e., the SVM

boundary and the binary label interpolant are identical.
2. For every i\in \{ 1, . . . , n\} , ziyi > 0, i.e., zi \not = 0 and sign(zi) = yi.
3. For every i\in \{ 1, . . . , n\} , yi\^\eta \setminus i(xi)< 1.

Our analysis aims to give conditions under which | \^\eta \setminus i(xi)| < 1 for all i. When this occurs,
Proposition 4.1 immediately implies that all training points are support vectors. Recalling
the decomposition (2.3), we can write

| \^\eta \setminus i(xi)| \leq | \epsilon \setminus i(xi)| + | \scrP G\bot \^\eta \setminus i,0(xi)| + | \scrP G\^\eta \setminus i,0(xi) - \scrS \eta \ast (xi)| + | \scrS \eta \ast (xi)| .

By Assumption 3.1, 1 - | \scrS \eta \ast (xi)| \gtrsim b, so the above bound will be strictly less than 1 when

| \epsilon \setminus i(xi)| 
b\underbrace{}  \underbrace{}  
A

+
| \scrP G\bot \^\eta \setminus i,0(xi)| 

b\underbrace{}  \underbrace{}  
B

+
| \scrP G\^\eta \setminus i,0(xi) - \scrS \eta \ast (xi)| 

b\underbrace{}  \underbrace{}  
C

\lesssim 1(4.1)

for all i. Term A represents the interpolation of label noise. Terms B and C represent
how well the noiseless estimate \^\eta \setminus i,0 is approximated at xi by the idealized survival \scrS \eta \ast : B
represents the component orthogonal to G, and C is the component in G. In the following
three subsections, which focus on the BOS feature case, we bound these three terms separately,
yielding general conditions under which the condition (4.1) is satisfied (Theorem 3.2). Then,
in section 4.5 we consider the case of independent, sub-Gaussian features and obtain sharper
bounds for terms B and C (yielding Theorem 3.4).

4.2. Noise error. To bound term A in (4.1), first observe that the noise variables \xi are
bounded with | \xi i| \leq 2 for all i\leq n. Hence, the vector \xi is sub-Gaussian in the following sense:
For any fixed vector z \in \bfR n, \langle z, \xi \rangle is a sub-Gaussian random variable with sub-Gaussian norm
of \| z\| 2 within a constant. This means that, for any fixed z \in \bfR n, with probability at least

1 - \delta \prime with respect to \xi , | \langle z, \xi \rangle | \lesssim \| z\| 2
\sqrt{} 

log \delta \prime  - 1. So, since

| \epsilon (x)| = | \langle kx,\scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\xi \rangle \scrH | = | \langle (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA kx, \xi \rangle | ,

it suffices to bound \| (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA kx\| 2. We leverage this observation in the following lemma.

Lemma 4.2 (upper bound on the noise term). Let x \in X be independent of the training
data, and suppose Assumption 3.1 holds. Then, with probability at least 1 - 1

n2 ,

| \epsilon (x)| \lesssim 
\sqrt{} 

p logn

n
+

1

\~\alpha 
\| \scrR kRx \| 2

\sqrt{} 
logn,

where \~\alpha = \alpha L+\alpha U

2 and kRx =\scrP G\bot kx.
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774 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

Proof of Lemma 4.2. Let x\in X be independent of the data. We have

\epsilon (x) = \langle kx,\scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\xi \rangle \scrH = \langle (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA kx, \xi \rangle .
With respect to the randomness in \xi , this is a sub-Gaussian random variable whose sub-
Gaussian norm is within a constant of \| (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA kx\| 2. By Lemma 8 of [31], we have

\| (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA kx\| 2 = \| (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1(\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA \ast 
G)(\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA \ast 

G)
 - 1\scrA kx\| 2

\leq 1

2

\biggl( 
\alpha U

\alpha L
+ 1

\biggr) 
\| (\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA \ast 

G)
 - 1\scrA kx\| 2

\lesssim \| (\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA \ast 
G)

 - 1\scrA Gk
G
x \| 2 + \| (\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA \ast 

G)
 - 1\scrR kRx \| 2,

where \~\alpha = \alpha L+\alpha U

2 , and kGx and kRx denote \scrP Gkx and \scrP G\bot kx, respectively. For the first of these
terms, we have

\| (\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA \ast 
G)

 - 1\scrA Gk
G
x \| 2 = \| \scrC (\~\alpha \scrI G + \scrT G\scrC \ast \scrC ) - 1kGx \| 2

= \| \scrC (\~\alpha \scrT  - 1
G + \scrC \ast \scrC ) - 1\scrT  - 1

G kGx \| 2
\leq \| \scrC \| L2\rightarrow \ell 2

\| (\~\alpha \scrT  - 1
G + \scrC \ast \scrC ) - 1\| L2\rightarrow L2

\| \scrT  - 1
G kGx \| L2

\lesssim 
\surd 
n

\biggl( 
1

n

\biggr) 
\surd 
p=

\sqrt{} 
p

n
.

Here, the last inequality holds from the assumption on the concentration of \scrC \ast \scrC and the fact
that \| \scrT  - 1

G kGx \| 
2
L2

= \| 
\sum p

\ell =1 v\ell (x)v\ell \| 
2
L2

=
\sum p

\ell =1 v
2
\ell (x) \lesssim p by Parseval's identity and the BOS

assumption. For the second term, we have

\| (\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA \ast 
G)

 - 1\scrR kRx \| 2 \leq \| (\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA \ast 
G)

 - 1\| \| \scrR kRx \| 2 \leq 
1

\~\alpha 
\| \scrR kRx \| 2.

Applying a sub-Gaussian tail bound yields the result.
We also note here that for independent, sub-Gaussian features, the above argument also

applies, except here we use the fact that

\| \scrT  - 1
G kGx \| L2

=

\Biggl( 
p\sum 

\ell =1

v2\ell (x)

\Biggr) 1/2

\lesssim 
\surd 
p

with probability at least 1  - e - p (see, e.g., [40, Theorem 3.1.1]); note that this inequality
holds deterministically in the BOS case. So, the final result holds with probability at least
1 - e - p  - 1

n2 rather than 1 - 1
n2 . We will use this fact in section 4.5.

Now, we apply this lemma to the leave-one-out training set corresponding to index i and
let x = xi. In this case, \| \scrR \setminus ik

R
xi
\| 2 = \| diag\bot (\scrR \scrR \ast )ei\| 2 \leq \| (\scrR \scrR \ast  - \alpha LIn)ei\| 2 \leq \alpha U  - \alpha L.

Recalling the definition of \~\alpha , this yields

| \epsilon \setminus i(xi)| \lesssim 
\sqrt{} 

p logn

n
+

\alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L

\sqrt{} 
logn

with probability at least 1 - 1
n2 . We can then take a union bound over the n leave-one-out

sets and divide by b to obtain the final bound on term A: with probability at least 1 - 1
n , for

all i= 1, . . . , n,

A\lesssim 
1

b
\cdot 
\sqrt{} 

p logn

n
+

1

b
\cdot \alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L

\sqrt{} 
logn.(4.2)
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4.3. Bias error due to \bfitG \bot . For term B in (4.1),

| \scrP G\bot \^\eta \setminus i,0(xi)| =

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| 
n\sum 

j=1,j \not =i

(K - 1
\setminus i \scrA \setminus i\eta 

\ast )jk
R(xj , xi)

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \leq 
\bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| K - 1

\setminus i \scrA \setminus i\eta 
\ast 
\bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| 
2

\bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| diag\bot (\scrR \scrR \ast )ei

\bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| 
2

by the Cauchy--Schwarz inequality. The following lemma bounds the first of these terms.

Lemma 4.3 (useful bound for G\bot term). Under Assumption 3.1 and the classification model

described in section 2, \| K - 1\scrA \eta \ast \| 2 \lesssim 
b
\surd 
n

\alpha L
.

Proof of Lemma 4.3. Recall the decomposition K = \scrA G\scrA \ast 
G +\scrR \scrR \ast . Then, by the push-

through identity,

\| (\scrR \scrR \ast +\scrA G\scrA G)
 - 1\scrA \eta \ast \| 2 = \| (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\scrA G(\scrI G +\scrA \ast 

G(\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\scrA G)
 - 1\eta \ast \| 2

= \| (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\scrA G\scrB \eta \ast \| 2
\leq \| (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\| \ell 2\rightarrow \ell 2

\| \scrA G\| L2\rightarrow \ell 2
\| \scrB \eta \ast \| L2

\lesssim 
1

\alpha L

\surd 
nb

\biggl( 
1 +

c

1 - c

\biggr) 
\lesssim 

b
\surd 
n

\alpha L
.

In the last line, we use the fact that \| \scrA G\| L2\rightarrow \ell 2
=
\sqrt{} 

\| \scrC \ast \scrC \| L2
\asymp 
\surd 
n by part 2 of Assump-

tion 3.1. Furthermore, we have denoted \scrB := (\scrI G +\scrA \ast 
G(\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\scrA G)

 - 1 and used Lemma A.5
to bound this ``bias operator"" by the ``idealized bias operator"" defined in Assumption 3.1:
\| \scrB \eta \ast \| L2

\leq (1 + c
1 - c)\| \scrB \eta 

\ast \| L2
\leq (1 + c

1 - c)b.

Using this lemma, noting (as in the previous section) that
\bigm\| \bigm\| diag\bot (\scrR \scrR \ast )ei

\bigm\| \bigm\| 
2
\leq \alpha U  - \alpha L,

and dividing by b, we conclude that term B is bounded (within a constant) by (\alpha U

\alpha L
 - 1)

\surd 
n\asymp 

\alpha U - \alpha L

\alpha U+\alpha L

\surd 
n.

4.4. Bias error in \bfitG . For term C, we first note that | \scrP G\^\eta \setminus i,0(xi) - \scrS \eta \ast (xi)| corresponds
to the absolute error between the predictions of the G-projected estimator and its ``idealized""
version, given by \scrS \eta \ast . In Lemma 4.4, we prove a high probability bound for | \scrP G\^\eta 0(x) - \scrS \eta \ast (x)| ,
where x is independent of all training points.

Lemma 4.4 (error of the G-projected estimator). Let x \in X be independent of the training
data, and suppose Assumption 3.1 holds. Then, with probability at least 1 - 1

n2 ,

1

b
| \scrP G\^\eta 0(x) - \scrS \eta \ast (x)| \lesssim 

\sqrt{} 
p logn

n
+
\surd 
p
\alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L
+ c2

\surd 
p.

Proof of Lemma 4.4. First, note that we can write | \scrP G\^\eta 0(x) - \scrS \eta \ast (x)| = | ((\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast )(x)| ,
where \scrB = (\scrI G +\scrA \ast 

G(\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\scrA G)
 - 1 =: (\scrI G +\scrM ) - 1 and \scrB =

\bigl( 
\scrI G + n

\alpha \scrT G
\bigr)  - 1

=: (\scrI G +\scrM ) - 1.
Then note that

\scrB  - \scrB =\scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )\scrB =\scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )\scrB +\scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )(\scrB  - \scrB ).

So, we get

| \scrP G\^\eta 0(x) - \scrS \eta \ast (x)| \leq | (\scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )\scrB \eta \ast )(x)| + | (\scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )(\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast )(x)| 
\leq | (\scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )\scrB \eta \ast )(x)| + \| \scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )(\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast \| L\infty 

.
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776 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

We then use the decomposition

\scrM  - \scrM =
n

\alpha 
\scrT G  - \scrA \ast 

G(\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\scrA G =
n

\alpha 

\biggl( 
\scrT G  - 1

n
\scrA \ast 

G\scrA G

\biggr) 
+\scrA \ast 

G

\biggl( 
1

\alpha 
In  - (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1

\biggr) 
\scrA G,

which, applied to the first term, yields

| \scrP G\^\eta 0(x) - \scrS \eta \ast (x)| \leq 
\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \biggl( \scrB n

\alpha 

\biggl( 
\scrT G  - 1

n
\scrA \ast 

G\scrA G

\biggr) 
\scrB \eta \ast 

\biggr) 
(x)

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| 
+

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \biggl( \scrB \scrA \ast 
G

\biggl( 
1

\alpha 
In - (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1

\biggr) 
\scrA G\scrB \eta \ast 

\biggr) 
(x)

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| +\| \scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )(\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast \| L\infty 

\leq 
\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \biggl( \scrB n

\alpha 

\biggl( 
\scrT G  - 1

n
\scrA \ast 

G\scrA G

\biggr) 
\scrB \eta \ast 

\biggr) 
(x)

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| 
+

\bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| \scrB \scrA \ast 
G

\biggl( 
1

\alpha 
In  - (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1

\biggr) 
\scrA G\scrB \eta \ast 

\bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| 
L\infty 

+
\bigm\| \bigm\| \scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )(\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast 

\bigm\| \bigm\| 
L\infty 

.

(4.3)

We obtain the desired bound by separately bounding each of the three terms in (4.3).
For the first term, note that

\scrB \cdot n
\alpha 

\biggl( 
\scrT G  - 1

n
\scrA \ast 

G\scrA G

\biggr) 
\scrB =

n

\alpha 

\Bigl( 
\scrI G +

n

\alpha 
\scrT G
\Bigr)  - 1

\biggl( 
\scrT G  - 1

n
\scrA \ast 

G\scrA G

\biggr) 
\scrB 

=

\biggl( 
\alpha 

n
\scrT  - 1
G + \scrI G

\biggr)  - 1\biggl( 
\scrI G  - 1

n
\scrC \ast \scrC 

\biggr) 
\scrB .

Rather than bounding an L\infty norm, we directly analyze the application of this operator to

\eta \ast . Let \scrD :=
\bigl( 
\alpha 
n\scrT 

 - 1
G + \scrI G

\bigr)  - 1
; note that \scrD is a contraction on G (i.e., \| Df\| L2

\leq \| f\| L2
for

f \in G). Furthermore, let \delta Gxi
= \scrT  - 1

G kGxi
. Then, for fixed f \in G and x\in X, we have\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \biggl( \scrD \biggl( \scrI G  - 1

n
\scrC \ast \scrC 

\biggr) 
f

\biggr) 
(x)

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| =
\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| 1n

n\sum 
i=1

(f(xi)\scrD \delta Gxi
(x) - (\scrD f)(x))

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| ,
which is a sum of independent zero-mean random variables. Specifically, each of the variables
f(xi)(\scrD \delta Gxi

)(x) - (\scrD f)(x) is zero-mean and has variance

\bfE xi
| f(xi)(\scrD \delta Gxi

)(x) - (\scrD f)(x)| 2 \leq \bfE xi
| f(xi)(\scrD \delta Gxi

)(x)| 2 \leq \| f\| 2\infty \| \scrD \delta Gx \| 
2
L2

\lesssim p\| f\| 2\infty ,

where we use the fact that D is a contraction and the BOS assumption in the last inequality.
Moreover, each term is bounded as | f(xi)(\scrD \delta Gxi

)(x)  - (\scrD f)(x)| \lesssim \| f\| \infty p. So, Bernstein's
inequality (e.g., [40, section 2.8]) gives, with probability at least 1 - 1

n2 ,\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \biggl( \scrD \biggl( \scrI G  - 1

n
\scrC \ast \scrC 

\biggr) 
f

\biggr) 
(x)

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \lesssim 
\sqrt{} 

p logn

n
\| f\| \infty +

p logn

n
\| f\| \infty \lesssim 

\sqrt{} 
p logn

n
\| f\| \infty .

We bound the first term by applying this with f =\scrB \eta \ast and recalling that \| \scrB \eta \ast \| \infty = b.
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NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 777

For the second term of (4.3), it is proved in Lemma 7 of [31] (which we state as Lemma A.5)
that \bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| \scrB \scrA \ast 

G

\biggl( 
1

\alpha 
In  - (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1

\biggr) 
\scrA G

\bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| 
L2

\leq \alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L

\biggl( 
1 +

1

n
\| \scrC \ast \scrC  - n\scrI G\| L2

\biggr) 
\asymp \alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L
,

where the last expression follows by the part 2 of Assumption 3.1. Recall that, by the BOS
assumption, for all f \in G, \| f\| L\infty 

\lesssim 
\surd 
p\| f\| L2

. So, applying this to f = \scrB \eta \ast and noting that

\| \scrB \eta \ast \| L2
\leq b, we get\bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| \scrB \scrA \ast 

G

\biggl( 
1

\alpha 
In  - (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1

\biggr) 
\scrA G\scrB \eta \ast 

\bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| \bigm\| 
L\infty 

\lesssim 
\surd 
p
\alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L
b.

To bound the third term, note that \scrB (\scrM  - \scrM ) is precisely the operator\scrQ from Lemma A.5.
Hence,\| \scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )\| L2

\leq c. Furthermore, we have (again using the result of Lemma A.5)

\| (\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast \| L2
\leq c

1 - c
\| \scrB \eta \ast \| L2

\leq c

1 - c
\| \scrB \eta \ast \| L\infty 

\leq bc

1 - c
.(4.4)

Now, using the BOS assumption, the third term in (4.3) can be bounded as

\| (\scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )(\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast \| L\infty 
\leq \surd 

p \cdot \| \scrB (\scrM  - \scrM )\| L2
\| (\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast \| L2

\leq 
bc2

\surd 
p

1 - c
\lesssim bc2

\surd 
p.

Combining all of the above bounds, we finally arrive at

| \scrP G\^\eta 0(x) - \scrS \eta \ast (x)| \lesssim 
\sqrt{} 

p logn

n
\cdot b+ \alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L
\cdot b\surd p+ bc2

\surd 
p

with probability at least 1 - 1
n2 .

To bound term C in (4.1), we can apply this lemma to the n leave-one-out training sets
and take a union bound to get the final bound, with probability at least 1 - 1

n . Combining
the bounds on terms A, B, and C in the previous three subsections yields Theorem 3.2.

4.5. Proofs for sub-Gaussian features. Suppose that instead of satisfying the BOS con-
dition, the features v\ell (x) are sub-Gaussian and independent. In this case, we first note that
for all f \in \scrH , f(x) = \langle kx, f\rangle \scrH is a sub-Gaussian random variable with norm at most \| f\| L2

,
up to constants. Using this observation, we can obtain sharp bounds for each term in (4.1).

For term A, we note that the statement of Lemma 4.2 also holds in the independent,
sub-Gaussian case, with probability at least 1 - 1

n2  - e - p (this fact is verified in the proof of
the lemma). So, after applying Lemma 4.2 to each of the n leave-one-out sets, we obtain the
same upper bound for term A as in the BOS case, with probability 1 - ne - p  - 1

n .
For term B we note that the term | \scrP G\bot \^\eta \setminus i,0(x)| is sub-Gaussian with norm at most\bigm\| \bigm\| \scrP G\bot \scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA \eta \ast 

\bigm\| \bigm\| 
L2
. We bound this in the following lemma.
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778 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

Lemma 4.5 (G\bot error term for sub-Gaussian features). Suppose Assumption 3.1 holds for
independent, sub-Gaussian features. Then,\bigm\| \bigm\| \scrP G\bot \scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA \eta \ast 

\bigm\| \bigm\| 
L2

\lesssim 

\sqrt{} 
n\lambda p+1

\alpha L
b.

Proof of Lemma 4.5. We proceed in a similarly to the proof of Lemma 4.3.\bigm\| \bigm\| \scrP G\bot \scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA \eta \ast 
\bigm\| \bigm\| 
L2

\leq \| \scrI G\bot \| \scrH \rightarrow L2
\| \scrR \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA \eta \ast \| \scrH 

= \| \scrI G\bot \| \scrH \rightarrow L2
\| \scrR \ast (\scrR \scrR \ast +\scrA G\scrA \ast 

G)
 - 1\scrA \eta \ast \| \scrH 

= \| \scrI G\bot \| \scrH \rightarrow L2
\| \scrR \ast (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\scrA G\scrB \eta \ast \| \scrH 

\leq \| \scrI G\bot \| \scrH \rightarrow L2
\| \scrR \ast (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\| \ell 2\rightarrow \scrH \| \scrA G\| L2\rightarrow \ell 2

\| \scrB \eta \ast \| L2

\lesssim 
\sqrt{} 

\lambda p+1
1

\surd 
\alpha L

\surd 
nb=

\sqrt{} 
n\lambda p+1

\alpha L
b.

In the second-to-last-line, we used the result of Lemma A.5 to bound \| \scrB \eta \ast \| L2
.

Using a sub-Gaussian tail bound, term B is thus bounded by
\sqrt{} 

\lambda p+1n \mathrm{l}\mathrm{o}\mathrm{g}n
\alpha L

with probability

at least 1 - 1
n2 . We then apply this to each of the n leave-one-out sets to obtain the bound

on term B with probability 1 - 1
n .

For term C, we note, as in the proof of Lemma 4.4, that

| \scrP G\^\eta 0(x) - \scrS \eta \ast (x)| = | ((\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast )(x)| ,

where \scrB := (\scrI G+\scrA \ast 
G(\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\scrA G)

 - 1 (this follows from the definition of \^\eta and the push-through
identity). This term hence has sub-Gaussian norm at most

\| (\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast \| L2
\leq bc

1 - c
\lesssim bc,

where we have used the result of Lemma A.5. So, using a tail-bound, we have that

| \scrP G\^\eta 0(x) - \scrS \eta \ast (x)| \lesssim bc
\sqrt{} 

logn

with probability at least 1 - 1
n2 (so this holds for all the leave-one-out sets with probability

1 - 1
n). Combining the above bounds yields Theorem 3.4.

5. SVP with general regression functions. In the above results, we have assumed that
\eta \ast \in G to facilitate clean analysis (and we note that some prior works on harmless interpolation
in regression and classification make such assumptions in either an exact or approximate sense
[33, 39]). However, this assumption can be relaxed in a straightforward way, resulting in an
additional term in our main theorems. We consider in particular \eta \ast \in \scrH (so, more explicitly,
\| \eta \ast \| \scrH <\infty ). This bounded-RKHS-norm assumption is commonplace in classical kernel ridge
regression analysis. In this case, we can decompose the MNI into the part that fits \scrP G\eta 

\ast and
\xi and the part that fits \scrP G\bot \eta \ast as follows:

\^\eta =\scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA G\scrP G\eta 
\ast +\scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\xi \underbrace{}  \underbrace{}  

:=\^\eta G,\xi 

+\scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrR \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \underbrace{}  \underbrace{}  
:=\^\eta G\bot 

.
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NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 779

Now, based on Proposition 4.1, a sufficient condition for SVP is that for all i,

| (\^\eta G,\xi )\setminus i(xi)| + | (\^\eta G\bot )\setminus i(xi)| \ll 1.

Our main theorems give conditions under which the first of these terms is small. So, to extend
to general \eta \ast \in \scrH , it suffices to give a condition for the second term, i.e., the contribution
of the component of \eta \ast orthogonal to G on \^\eta , to be much less than 1. This is done in the
following lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Let x \sim \mu be independent of the training data. Then, the following bounds
hold for the MNI:

1. BOS assumption:

| \^\eta G\bot (x)| \lesssim 
\biggl( \sqrt{} 

\alpha Up

n
+

1\surd 
\~\alpha 
\| \scrR kRx \| 2

\biggr) 
\| \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| \scrH .

2. SG assumption: With probability at least 1 - 1
n2 ,

| \^\eta G\bot (x)| \lesssim 

\Biggl( 
\lambda 1

\surd 
n\~\alpha 

\~\alpha + n\lambda 1
+
\sqrt{} 

\lambda p+1

\Biggr) 
\| \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| \scrH 

\sqrt{} 
logn,

where \~\alpha = \alpha L+\alpha U

2 and kRx =\scrP G\bot kx.

Proof.
1. \bfB \bfO \bfS : Observe that

| \^\eta G\bot (x)| = | \langle \scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrR \scrP G\bot \eta \ast , kx\rangle \scrH | 
= | \langle \scrR \scrP G\bot \eta \ast , (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA kx\rangle \ell 2 | 
\leq \| \scrR \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| 2\| (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA kx\| 2
\leq \| \scrR \| \scrH \rightarrow \ell 2

\| \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| \scrH \| (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA kx\| 2

\lesssim 
\surd 
\alpha U\| \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| \scrH 

\biggl( \sqrt{} 
p

n
+

1

\~\alpha 
\| \scrR kRx \| 2

\biggr) 
,

where the bound on \| (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrA kx\| 2 in the last inequality is derived in the proof of
Lemma 4.2.

2. \bfS \bfG : Since kx is a zero-mean sub-Gaussian, with probability at least 1 - 1
n2 ,

| \^\eta G\bot (x)| \lesssim \| \scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrR \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| L2

\sqrt{} 
logn

= \| \scrA \ast (\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA G\ast ) - 1(\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA G\ast )(\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrR \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| L2

\sqrt{} 
logn

\lesssim \| \scrA \ast (\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA G\ast ) - 1\| \ell 2\rightarrow L2
\| \scrR \| \scrH \rightarrow \ell 2

\| \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| \scrH 
\sqrt{} 

logn,

where the last inequality follows from Lemma 8 of [31]. Now,

\| \scrA \ast 
G(\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA G\ast ) - 1\| \ell 2\rightarrow L2

= \| (\~\alpha IG +\scrA G \ast \scrA G)
 - 1\scrA \ast 

G\| \ell 2\rightarrow L2

= \| (\~\alpha \scrT  - 1
G + \scrC \ast \scrC ) - 1\scrC \ast \| \ell 2\rightarrow L2

\lesssim 

\surd 
n

\~\alpha \lambda  - 1
1 + n

,
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780 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

by part 3 of Assumption 3.1. Also,

\| \scrR \ast (\~\alpha In +\scrA G\scrA G\ast ) - 1\| \ell 2\rightarrow L2
\leq 1

\~\alpha 
\| \scrR \| \ell 2\rightarrow L2

\lesssim 

\sqrt{} 
\lambda p+1

\~\alpha 
.

Combining the above yields, with probability at least 1 - 1
n2 ,

| \langle \scrA \ast (\scrA \scrA \ast ) - 1\scrR \scrP G\bot \eta \ast , kx\rangle \scrH | \lesssim 

\Biggl( \surd 
n

\~\alpha \lambda  - 1
1 + n

+

\sqrt{} 
\lambda p+1

\~\alpha 

\Biggr) 
\surd 
\~\alpha \| \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| \scrH 

\sqrt{} 
logn.

Applying the above lemma to each of the leave-one-out data sets and recalling that
\| \scrR \setminus ik

R
xi
\| 2 \leq \alpha U  - \alpha L, we obtain the following additional sufficient condition for SVP:

1. \bfB \bfO \bfS : \biggl( \sqrt{} 
\alpha Up

n
+

\alpha U  - \alpha L\surd 
\~\alpha 

\biggr) 
\| \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| \scrH \ll 1.

2. \bfS \bfG : \Biggl( 
\lambda 1

\surd 
n\~\alpha 

\~\alpha + n\lambda 1
+
\sqrt{} 

\lambda p+1

\Biggr) 
\| \scrP G\bot \eta \ast \| \scrH 

\sqrt{} 
logn\ll 1.

Note that this condition is quite mild in the sub-Gaussian case, and it is always satisfied for
large enough n under the bilevel ensemble (with the exception of the isotropic case q= \beta  - r,
for which the covariance is no longer bilevel). So, in this case we still have SVP as long as there
exists an r < 1 such that \scrP G\eta 

\ast satisfies Assumption 3.1. This is consistent with the results of
earlier works, which do not assume any label-generating process for sub-Gaussian data. In the
BOS case, this condition is somewhat more restrictive but still allows for nontrivial regimes
in which SVP can occur for \eta \ast /\in G, e.g., in the bilevel ensemble when (1 - r)/2< q < 1 - 2r
(implicitly needing r < 1/3) and \beta > 2 + r+ q.

6. Simulations and discussion. To verify our theoretical findings, we now perform simu-
lations of the MNI and SVM procedures under the bilevel model. We consider the case where
the input space X is the interval [0,1] with the uniform measure. Furthermore, we consider
the Fourier featurization, specified by the eigenfunctions6 v\ell (x) = ej2\pi \ell x for \ell = - d, . . . , d. Per-
forming MNI or SVM with these features and the bilevel weighting on features corresponds
to the kernel function

k(x, y) =

d\sum 
\ell = - d

\lambda \ell v\ell (x)v\ell (y) =

d\sum 
\ell = - d

\lambda \ell e
j2\pi \ell (x - y),

where the \lambda \ell are given as in (3.2) for \ell > 0 and \lambda  - \ell = \lambda \ell . For all experiments, we use a
training size of n= 100 (note that the choice of n affects the kernel eigenvalues).

6For simplicity, we use complex exponential eigenfunctions, but we will always use complex-conjugate--
symmetric coefficients, resulting in real functions. We could use purely real sines and cosines as our eigenfunc-
tions at the expense of somewhat more complicated notation.
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NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 781

We first generate a random ground-truth function \eta \ast as a linear combination of \{ v\ell \} 3\ell = - 3,
with standard normal coefficients, scaled so that \eta \ast (x) \in [ - 1,1]. For each xi in the training

set, we generate yi according to the rule \bfP (yi = 1) = 1+\eta \ast (xi)
2 . We then compute and plot

the MNI and SVM estimates for three choices of bilevel parameters, (\beta , r, q) = (3.2,0.4, - 0.4),
(3.2,0.4,0.4), and (3.2,0.4,0.8), corresponding to different levels of effective overparameteri-
zation. The results are shown in Figure 1. Based on Corollary 3.3, the two estimates should
coincide with high probability when q > 1 - 0.4

2 = 0.3. Indeed, from Figures 1b and 1c, we
see that this is the case for the second and third choices of parameters. Our results do not
draw any conclusions about the occurrence of SVP in the range q < 0.3, but we see that in
this example, SVP does not occur for a very low degree of effective overparameterization, as
shown in Figure 1a.

To measure the effect of the bilevel ensemble parameters, we also plot a heatmap of
SVP occurrence for various values of r (the number of favored features) and q (the effective
overparameterization). Here, we fix n = 100, \beta = 3.2, and the ground-truth function \eta \ast 

(generated as in Figure 1), and we plot the proportion of trials (out of 25) in which SVP
occurs for each (r, q). A heatmap of these results is provided in Figure 2 along with an overlay

0.0 0.5 1.0

−1

0

1

True function
MNI estimate
SVM estimate
Sample points

(a) q =  - 0.4

0.0 0.5 1.0

−1

0

1

True function
MNI estimate
SVM estimate
Sample points

(b) q = 0.4

0.0 0.5 1.0

−1

0

1

True function
MNI estimate
SVM estimate
Sample points

(c) q = 0.8

Figure 1. SVM and MNI solutions with Fourier features in the bilevel ensemble for various levels of effective
overparameterization.

Figure 2. Heatmap showing the proportion of trials (out of 25) in which SVP occurs for varying parameter
choices in the Fourier bilevel ensemble, and overlay of the SVP regime predicted by our results.
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782 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

of the regime for which Corollary 3.3 predicts SVP. We note that, at least for the case of
Fourier features, there exist values of (r, q) for which SVP occurs but which are not predicted
by our theoretical results; understanding SVP in these regimes, e.g., 2

3 < r < 1 (and, more
generally, providing sharp lower bounds) is an interesting and important direction for future
work.

Appendix A. Concentration bounds and technical lemmas. In this appendix we state
some useful concentration bounds which can be used to verify the operator concentration
conditions in Assumption 3.1. These inequalities and their proofs appear in [31]. Similar
concentration bounds for sub-Gaussian/independent features can also be found in [4, 39].

Lemma A.1 (general residual Gram matrix concentration). Let kR(x, y) be the restriction of
the kernel k to G\bot . Then,

\bfE \| \scrR \scrR \ast  - (tr\scrT G\bot )In\| 2 \lesssim n2tr(\scrT 2
G\bot ) + \| kR(\cdot , \cdot ) - tr\scrT G\bot \| 2\infty ,

where \| kR(\cdot , \cdot ) - tr\scrT G\bot \| \infty = supx\{ | kR(x,x) - tr\scrT G\bot | \} .
Lemma A.2 (residual Gram matrix concentration for independent, sub-Gaussian features).

Suppose the features \{ v\ell (x)\} \ell \geq 1 are zero-mean, independent, and sub-Gaussian. Then, for
t > 0, with probability at least 1 - e - t,

\| \scrR \scrR \ast  - (tr\scrT G\bot )In\| \lesssim 
\sqrt{} 

(n+ t)tr (\scrT 2
G\bot ) + (n+ t)\lambda p+1.

Lemma A.3 (sampling operator concentration on G in a BOS). Suppose the kernel features
\{ v\ell (x)\} \ell \geq 1 satisfy the BOS condition with constant C \geq 1. Then, for t > 0, with probability at
least 1 - e - t,

1

n
\| \scrC \ast \scrC  - n\scrI G\| L2

\lesssim 

\sqrt{} 
Cp(t+ log p)

n
+

Cp(t+ log p)

n
.

Lemma A.4 (sampling operator concentration on G for independent, sub-Gaussian features).
Suppose the features \{ v\ell (x)\} \ell \geq 1 are zero-mean, independent, and sub-Gaussian. Then, with
probability at least 1 - e - t,

1

n
\| \scrC \ast \scrC  - n\scrI G\| L2

\lesssim 

\sqrt{} 
p+ t

n
+

p+ t

n
.

We next state the following approximation result, proven in [31], which we use frequently
to prove various technical lemmas.

Lemma A.5 (Lemma 7 in [31]). Let \scrB := (\scrI G+\scrA \ast 
G(\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\scrA G)

 - 1 and \scrB =
\bigl( 
\scrI G + n

\alpha \scrT G
\bigr)  - 1

.
Then, under the conditions of Assumption 3.1,

\scrB  - \scrB =

\Biggl( \infty \sum 
k=1

( - \scrQ )k

\Biggr) 
\scrB 

for \scrQ := (\scrT  - 1
G + n

\alpha \scrI G)
 - 1(\scrC \ast (\scrR \scrR \ast ) - 1\scrC  - n

\alpha \scrI G) satisfying \| \scrQ \| L2
\leq c. Here, c < 1 is an upper

bound on the quantity \alpha U - \alpha L

\alpha U+\alpha L
+ 2

n\| \scrC 
\ast \scrC  - n\scrI G\| L2

.

Note that by applying the formula for the sum of an infinite geometric series, the above
result implies that \| (\scrB  - \scrB )\eta \ast \| L2

\leq c
1 - c\| \scrB \eta 

\ast \| L2
and \| \scrB \eta \ast \| L2

\leq (1 + c
1 - c)\| \scrB \eta 

\ast \| L2
.
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NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 783

Appendix B. Proofs for the bilevel ensemble.

Proof of Corollary 3.3. We bound each term for the bilevel ensemble as in [31, Corollary
1]. First, note that

n
\sqrt{} 

tr(\scrT 2
G\bot )\asymp n \cdot ((n\beta  - nr) \cdot n - 2\beta +2r+2q)1/2 \asymp n1 - \beta 

2
+r+q.

By the thin-shell assumption that supx

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \sum \ell >p(v\ell (x)
2  - 1)

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \lesssim n\beta /2+1,

sup
x

| kR(x,x) - tr\scrT G\bot | = sup
x

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| 
\sum 
\ell >p

\lambda \ell (v\ell (x)
2  - 1)

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| = n - \beta +r+q sup
x

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| 
\sum 
\ell >p

(v\ell (x)
2  - 1)

\bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| \bigm| 
\lesssim n - \beta +r+qn\beta /2+1 = n1 - \beta /2+r+q,

so Lemma A.1 implies that in the limit as n \rightarrow \infty , we can choose \alpha L = \lambda min(\scrR \scrR \ast ) and
\alpha U = \lambda max(\scrR \scrR \ast ) with \alpha U , \alpha L, \alpha \asymp nr+q as long as 1  - \beta 

2 + r + q < r + q, which is true by
our assumption that \beta > 2. More precisely, Lemma A.1 gives us an expectation bound, which
we can then use with Markov's inequality to get a high-probability bound. We can obtain
the stated bounds within factors of n\epsilon for arbitrarily small \epsilon > 0, and the probability of these
bounds holding goes to 1 as n \rightarrow \infty . We can now bound the term c from Assumption 3.1.
Lemma A.1 implies that

\alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L
\lesssim 

1

\alpha 
n
\sqrt{} 

tr(\scrT 2
G\bot )\asymp n1 - \beta 

2 .

Then, applying Lemma A.3 for each of the n leave-one-out sets allows us to bound c as

c\lesssim 
\alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L
+

2

n
\| \scrC \ast 

\setminus i\scrC \setminus i  - n\scrI G\| L2
\lesssim n1 - \beta 

2 + n
r - 1

2

\sqrt{} 
logn.

Now, note that for the bilevel ensemble, we have b= \| \alpha 
\alpha +n\scrI G\eta 

\ast \| L\infty = \alpha 
\alpha +n\| \eta 

\ast \| L\infty \asymp \alpha 
\alpha +n \asymp 

min\{ 1, nr+q - 1\} . We consider the following two cases (ignoring log factors, which are negligible
compared to powers of n as n\rightarrow \infty ):

1. If q > 1 - r, b\asymp 1, so the conditions for SVP from Theorem 3.2 can be written as

n(r - 1)/2 + n1 - \beta /2n1/2 + (n2 - \beta + nr - 1)nr/2 \ll 1.

One can easily check that this holds as n\rightarrow \infty when r < 2/3 and \beta > 3.
2. If q\leq 1 - r, then b\asymp nr+q - 1, so the condition is

n1 - r - qn(r - 1)/2 + n1 - \beta /2(n1 - r - q + n1/2) + (n2 - \beta + nr - 1)nr/2 \ll 1.

This holds as n\rightarrow \infty for r < 2/3, q > 1 - r
2 , and \beta > 3.

Combining the above two cases yields the result.

Proof of Corollary 3.5. The proof of this statement is similar to that of Corollary 3.3,
but it uses sharper concentration bounds from Lemmas A.2 and A.4 for independent, sub-
Gaussian features. Again, we first bound the quantities \alpha U  - \alpha L and c. Lemma A.2 implies
that with probability at least 1 - n - 1,

\| \scrR \scrR \ast  - (tr\scrT G\bot )In\| \lesssim n1/2 - \beta /2+r+q + n1 - \beta +r+q.
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784 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

Since \beta > 1, we can again choose \alpha L = \lambda min(\scrR \scrR \ast ) and \alpha U = \lambda max(\scrR \scrR \ast ) with \alpha U , \alpha L, \alpha \asymp 
nr+q. Furthermore,

\alpha U  - \alpha L

\alpha U + \alpha L
\lesssim 

1

nr+q
n(1 - \beta )/2+r+q \asymp n(1 - \beta )/2,

and Lemma A.4 (again applied as a union bound over the n leave-one-out sets) implies that

we can take c\asymp n(1 - \beta )/2+n
r - 1

2 \gtrsim \alpha U - \alpha L

\alpha U+\alpha L
+ 2

n\| \scrC 
\ast 
\setminus i\scrC \setminus i - n\scrI G\| L2

. We again consider the following

two cases from the previous corollary (again omitting log factors):
1. If q > 1 - r, b\asymp 1, the conditions for SVP from Theorem 3.4 can be written as

n(r - 1)/2 + n(1 - \beta )/2 +

\sqrt{} 
n - \beta +r+q+1

nr+q
+ (n(1 - \beta )/2 + n

r - 1

2 )\ll 1.

Here, the left-hand side is always decreasing in n for \beta > 1 and r < 1.
2. If q\leq 1 - r, then b\asymp nr+q - 1, so the condition is

n
r - 1

2
+1 - r - q + n1 - r - q \cdot n(1 - \beta )/2 +

\sqrt{} 
n - \beta +r+q+1

nr+q
+ (n(1 - \beta )/2 + n

r - 1

2 )\ll 1.

In this case, the left-hand side is decreasing for q > 1 - r
2 , and \beta > 3 - 2r - 2q.

Combining the above two cases, we arrive at the desired result.

Proof of Corollary 3.6. To prove this corollary, we first characterize the range of parameters
(n,\beta , q, r) for which the excess classification risk of the MNI solution goes to 0 in the limit as
n\rightarrow \infty . In the BOS case, it was proven in Corollary 1 of [31] that this occurs in the following
two settings (the full finite-sample bound for the MNI is given in [31]):

1. q < 1 - r, \beta > 2 (for which regression is also consistent).
2. 1 - r < q < 3

2(1 - r) and \beta > 2(r+q) (for which classification is consistent but regression
is not).

Combining these with the conditions for SVP in bounded orthonormal systems from Corol-
lary 3.3, we can immediately conclude that the SVM solution is classification-consistent in the
regime where both conditions hold (i.e., when SVP occurs and when the MNI is consistent).
Part 1 of Corollary 3.6 follows.

Now, to prove part 2 of the corollary, we modify the proof for the BOS case by using
sharper concentration bounds for independent, sub-Gaussian features. We first recall the

following expression of the excess risk from [31]: \scrE \leq \| \^\eta r\| L2

s , where s > 0 is a parameter we
can choose, and \^\eta = s\eta \ast + \^\eta r.

Note that the idealized survival operator in the bilevel ensemble is given by \scrS = n
n+\alpha \scrI G \asymp 

n
n+nr+q \scrI g \asymp min(1, n1 - r - q)\scrI G. So, we will apply the above bound on the excess classification

risk with the choice s=min(1, n1 - r - q). Then, by definition, \^\eta r = \epsilon + \^\eta 0  - \scrS \eta \ast , so

\| \^\eta r\| L2
\leq \| \epsilon \| L2

+ \| \^\eta 0  - \scrS \eta \ast \| L2
.

The first term can be bounded by Theorem 2 of [31], which yields

\| \epsilon \| L2
\lesssim 

\sqrt{} 
p

n
+

\left(   n
\sum 

\ell >p \lambda 
2
\ell \Bigl( \sum 

\ell >p \lambda \ell 

\Bigr) 2
\right)   

1/2

\asymp n(r - 1)/2 +

\biggl( 
nn\beta n - 2\beta +2r+2q

n2\beta n - 2\beta +2r+2q

\biggr) 1/2

= n(r - 1)/2 + n(1 - \beta )/2,

where we have used the scaling derived in the proof of Corollary 3.5.
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NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 785

Furthermore, we can bound \| \^\eta 0  - \scrS \eta \ast \| L2
with Lemma 6 of [31] as follows:

\| \^\eta 0  - \scrS \eta \ast \| L2
\lesssim 

\Biggl( 
c+

\sqrt{} 
n\lambda p+1

\alpha 

\Biggr) 
min

\Biggl( 
\lambda 1,

\alpha 

n
\sqrt{} 

\lambda p

,

\sqrt{} 
\alpha 

n

\Biggr) 
\| \eta \ast \| \scrH 

\lesssim 
\Bigl( 
n(1 - \beta )/2 + n

r - 1

2 + n(1 - \beta )/2
\Bigr) 
min

\Bigl( 
1, nr+q - 1, n(r+q - 1)/2

\Bigr) 
\| \eta \ast \| L2

\lesssim 
\Bigl( 
n(1 - \beta )/2 + n

r - 1

2

\Bigr) 
min

\bigl( 
1, nr+q - 1

\bigr) 
\| \eta \ast \| L2

.

So, we can obtain the risk bound

\scrE \lesssim max(1, nr+q - 1)
\Bigl( 
n(r - 1)/2 + n(1 - \beta )/2 +

\Bigl( 
n(1 - \beta )/2 + n

r - 1

2

\Bigr) 
min

\bigl( 
1, nr+q - 1

\bigr) \Bigr) 
\| \eta \ast \| L2

.

From this we obtain the following:
1. If q < 1 - r, then \scrE \rightarrow 0 (and, in fact, s\rightarrow 1).
2. if q > 1 - r, then \scrE \rightarrow 0 if q < 3

2(1 - r) and q < 1 + \beta  - 1
2  - r.

Combining this range of allowable parameters with the conditions for SVP in Corollary 3.5
yields the part 2 of the corollary. Again, the case of q \leq 1 - r

2 < 1 - r is covered by previous
results as discussed in [21].

REFERENCES

[1] N. Ardeshir, C. Sanford, and D. J. Hsu, Support vector machines and linear regression coincide with
very high-dimensional features, in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 34 (NeurIPS
2021), M. Ranzato et al., eds., Curran Associates, 2021, pp. 4907--4918.

[2] J.-Y. Audibert and A. B. Tsybakov, Fast learning rates for plug-in classifiers, Ann. Statist., 35 (2007),
pp. 608--633, https://doi.org/10.1214/009053606000001217.

[3] D. Bartl and S. Mendelson, Random embeddings with an almost Gaussian distortion, Adv. Math.,
400 (2022), 108261, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aim.2022.108261.

[4] P. Bartlett, P. Long, G. Lugosi, and A. Tsigler, Benign overfitting in linear regression, Proc.
Natl. Acad. Sci. USA, 117 (2020), pp. 30063--30070, https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1907378117.

[5] P. Bartlett and J. Shawe-Taylor, Generalization performance of support vector machines and other
pattern classifiers, in Advances in Kernel Methods: Support Vector Learning, B. Sch\"olkopf and C. J.
C. Burges, eds., MIT Press, 1999, pp. 43--54.

[6] M. Belkin, Fit without fear: Remarkable mathematical phenomena of deep learning through the prism of
interpolation, Acta Numer., 30 (2021), pp. 203--248, https://doi.org/10.1017/s0962492921000039.

[7] M. Belkin, D. Hsu, and J. Xu, Two models of double descent for weak features, SIAM J. Math. Data
Sci., 2 (2020), pp. 1167--1180, https://doi.org/10.1137/20M1336072.

[8] M. Belkin, S. Ma, and S. Mandal, To understand deep learning we need to understand kernel learning ,
in Proceedings of the 35th International Conference on Machine Learning (ICML), PMLR 80, 2018,
pp. 541--549.

[9] A. Buhot and M. B. Gordon, Robust learning and generalization with support vector machines,
J. Phys. A Math. Gen., 34 (2001), pp. 4377--4388.

[10] Y. Cao, Q. Gu, and M. Belkin, Risk bounds for over-parameterized maximum margin classification
on sub-Gaussian mixtures, in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 34 (NeurIPS
2021), M. Ranzato et al., eds., Curran Associates, 2021, pp. 8407--8418, https://proceedings.
neurips.cc/paper/2021/hash/46e0eae7d5217c79c3ef6b4c212b8c6f-Abstract.html.

[11] N. S. Chatterji and P. M. Long, Finite-sample analysis of interpolating linear classifiers in the over-
parameterized regime, J. Mach. Learn. Res., 22 (2021), pp. 1--30.

[12] C. Cortes and V. Vapnik, Support-vector networks, Mach. Learn., 20 (1995), pp. 273--297.

Copyright © by SIAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

09
/0

1/
24

 to
 2

4.
12

6.
19

9.
25

0 
. R

ed
is

tri
bu

tio
n 

su
bj

ec
t t

o 
SI

A
M

 li
ce

ns
e 

or
 c

op
yr

ig
ht

; s
ee

 h
ttp

s:
//e

pu
bs

.si
am

.o
rg

/te
rm

s-
pr

iv
ac

y

https://doi.org/10.1214/009053606000001217
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aim.2022.108261
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1907378117
https://doi.org/10.1017/s0962492921000039
https://doi.org/10.1137/20M1336072
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2021/hash/46e0eae7d5217c79c3ef6b4c212b8c6f-Abstract.html
https://proceedings.neurips.cc/paper/2021/hash/46e0eae7d5217c79c3ef6b4c212b8c6f-Abstract.html


786 KAUSHIK, McRAE, DAVENPORT, AND MUTHUKUMAR

[13] Y. Dar, V. Muthukumar, and R. G. Baraniuk, A Farewell to the Bias-Variance Tradeoff? An Over-
view of the Theory of Overparameterized Machine Learning , preprint, https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.
02355, 2021.

[14] R. Dietrich, M. Opper, and H. Sompolinsky, Statistical mechanics of support vector networks, Phys.
Rev. Lett., 82 (1999), pp. 2975--2978.

[15] P. Germain, A. Lacoste, F. Laviolette, M. Marchand, and S. Shanian, A PAC-Bayes sample-
compression approach to kernel methods, in Proceedings of the 28th International Conference on
Machine Learning, Bellevue, WA, 2011, pp. 297--304.

[16] P. Golik, P. Doetsch, and H. Ney, Cross-entropy vs. squared error training: A theoretical and exper-
imental comparison, in Proceedings of Interspeech, Lyon, France, 2013, pp. 1756--1760.

[17] T. Graepel, R. Herbrich, and J. Shawe-Taylor, PAC-Bayesian compression bounds on the prediction
error of learning algorithms for classification, Mach. Learn., 59 (2005), pp. 55--76.

[18] S. Gunasekar, J. D. Lee, D. Soudry, and N. Srebro, Implicit bias of gradient descent on linear
convolutional networks, in Proceedings of the 32nd Conference on Neural Information Processing
Systems (NeurIPS 2018), Montr\'eal, Canada, Adv. Neural Inf. Process. Syst. 31, S. Bengio et al., eds.,
Curran Associates, 2018, pp 9461--9471.

[19] T. Hastie, A. Montanari, S. Rosset, and R. J. Tibshirani, Surprises in high-dimensional ridge-
less least squares interpolation, Ann. Statist., 50 (2022), pp. 949--986, https://doi.org/10.1214/21-
AOS2133.

[20] D. Hsu, S. M. Kakade, and T. Zhang, Random design analysis of ridge regression, Found. Comput.
Math., 14 (2014), pp. 569--600, https://doi.org/10.1007/s10208-014-9192-1.

[21] D. Hsu, V. Muthukumar, and J. Xu, On the proliferation of support vectors in high dimen-
sions, in Proceedings of The 24th International Conference on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics
(AISTATS), PMLR 130, 2021, pp. 91--99, http://proceedings.mlr.press/v130/hsu21a.html.

[22] L. Hui and M. Belkin, Evaluation of neural architectures trained with square loss vs. cross-entropy
in classification tasks, in Proceedings of the International Conference on Learning Representations
(ICLR), 2021, https://openreview.net/forum?id=hsFN92eQEla.

[23] Z. Ji, M. Dud\'{\i}k, R. E. Schapire, and M. Telgarsky, Gradient descent follows the regularization path
for general losses, in Proceedings of the Thirty Third Conference on Learning Theory, PMLR 125,
2020, pp. 2109--2136.

[24] Z. Ji and M. Telgarsky, The implicit bias of gradient descent on nonseparable data, in Proceedings of
the Thirty-Second Conference on Learning Theory, PMLR 99, 2019, pp. 1772--1798.

[25] Z. Ji and M. Telgarsky, Directional convergence and alignment in deep learning , in Proceedings
of the 34th Conference on Neural Information Processing Systems (NeurIPS 2020), Vancouver,
Canada, Adv. Neural Inf. Process. Syst. 33, H. Larochelle et al., eds., Curran Associates, 2020,
pp. 17176--17186.

[26] D. M. Kline and V. L. Berardi, Revisiting squared-error and cross-entropy functions for training
neural network classifiers, Neural Comput. Appl., 14 (2005), pp. 310--318.

[27] K.-W. Lai and V. Muthukumar, General Loss Functions Lead to (Approximate) Interpolation in High
Dimensions, preprint, arXiv:2303.07475, 2023.

[28] T. Liang and A. Rakhlin, Just interpolate: Kernel ``ridgeless"" regression can generalize, Ann. Statist.,
48 (2020), pp. 1329--1347, https://doi.org/10.1214/19-aos1849.

[29] D. Malzahn and M. Opper, A statistical physics approach for the analysis of machine learning algo-
rithms on real data, J. Stat. Mech. Theory Exp., 2005 (2005), P11001.

[30] D. McAllester, Simplified PAC-Bayesian margin bounds, in Learning Theory and Kernel Machines,
Lect. Notes Comput. Sci. 2777, Springer, 2003, pp. 203--215.

[31] A. D. McRae, S. Karnik, M. A. Davenport, and V. Muthukumar, Harmless interpolation in
regression and classification with structured features, in Proceedings of the 25th International Confer-
ence on Artificial Intelligence and Statistics (AISTATS), PMLR 151, 2022, pp. 5853--5875, https://
proceedings.mlr.press/v151/mcrae22a.html.

[32] S. Mei, T. Misiakiewicz, and A. Montanari, Generalization error of random feature and kernel
methods: Hypercontractivity and kernel matrix concentration, Appl. Comput. Harmon. Anal., 59
(2022), pp. 3--84, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acha.2021.12.003.

Copyright © by SIAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

09
/0

1/
24

 to
 2

4.
12

6.
19

9.
25

0 
. R

ed
is

tri
bu

tio
n 

su
bj

ec
t t

o 
SI

A
M

 li
ce

ns
e 

or
 c

op
yr

ig
ht

; s
ee

 h
ttp

s:
//e

pu
bs

.si
am

.o
rg

/te
rm

s-
pr

iv
ac

y

https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.02355
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.02355
https://doi.org/10.1214/21-AOS2133
https://doi.org/10.1214/21-AOS2133
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10208-014-9192-1
http://proceedings.mlr.press/v130/hsu21a.html
https://openreview.net/forum?id=hsFN92eQEla
https://arxiv.org/abs/2303.07475
https://doi.org/10.1214/19-aos1849
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v151/mcrae22a.html
https://proceedings.mlr.press/v151/mcrae22a.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.acha.2021.12.003


NEW EQUIVALENCES BETWEEN INTERPOLATION AND SVMS 787

[33] V. Muthukumar, A. Narang, V. Subramanian, M. Belkin, D. Hsu, and A. Sahai, Classification
vs. regression in overparameterized regimes: Does the loss function matter? , J. Mach. Learn. Res., 22
(2021), pp. 1--69, https://jmlr.csail.mit.edu/papers/volume22/20-603/20-603.pdf.

[34] V. Muthukumar, K. Vodrahalli, V. Subramanian, and A. Sahai, Harmless interpolation of noisy
data in regression, IEEE J. Sel. Areas Inf. Theory, 1 (2020), pp. 67--83, https://doi.org/10.1109/
jsait.2020.2984716.

[35] B. Neyshabur, R. Tomioka, and N. Srebro, In Search of the Real Inductive Bias: On the Role of
Implicit Regularization in Deep Learning , preprint, arXiv:1412.6614, 2014.

[36] R. M. Rifkin, Everything Old Is New Again: A Fresh Look at Historical Approaches in Machine Learning ,
Ph.D. thesis, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2002.

[37] D. Soudry, E. Hoffer, M. S. Nacson, S. Gunasekar, and N. Srebro, The implicit bias of gradient
descent on separable data, J. Mach. Learn. Res., 19 (2018), pp. 2822--2878.

[38] I. Steinwart and C. Scovel, Mercer's theorem on general domains: On the interaction between mea-
sures, kernels, and RKHSs, Constr. Approx., 35 (2012), pp. 363--417, https://doi.org/10.1007/s00365-
012-9153-3.

[39] A. Tsigler and P. L. Bartlett, Benign overfitting in ridge regression, J. Mach. Learn. Res., 24 (2023),
pp. 1--76, https://www.jmlr.org/papers/volume24/22-1398/22-1398.pdf.

[40] R. Vershynin, High-Dimensional Probability , Cambridge University Press, 2018.
[41] K. Wang, V. Muthukumar, and C. Thrampoulidis, Benign overfitting in multiclass classification:

All roads lead to interpolation, in Advances in Neural Information Processing Systems 34 (NeurIPS
2021), M. Ranzato et al., eds., Curran Associates, 2021, pp. 24164--24179.

[42] K. Wang and C. Thrampoulidis, Benign overfitting in binary classification of Gaussian mixtures,
in Proceedings of the IEEE International Conference on Acoustics, Speech, and Signal Processing
(ICASSP), Toronto, ON, Canada, 2021, pp. 4030--4034, https://doi.org/10.1109/icassp39728.2021.
9413946.

[43] C. Zhang, S. Bengio, M. Hardt, B. Recht, and O. Vinyals, Understanding deep learning requires
rethinking generalization, in Proceedings of the International Conference on Learning Representations
(ICLR), 2017, https://openreview.net/pdf?id=Sy8gdB9xx.

[44] T. Zhang, Learning bounds for kernel regression using effective data dimensionality , Neural Comput., 17
(2005), pp. 2077--2098, https://doi.org/10.1162/0899766054323008.

Copyright © by SIAM. Unauthorized reproduction of this article is prohibited.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

09
/0

1/
24

 to
 2

4.
12

6.
19

9.
25

0 
. R

ed
is

tri
bu

tio
n 

su
bj

ec
t t

o 
SI

A
M

 li
ce

ns
e 

or
 c

op
yr

ig
ht

; s
ee

 h
ttp

s:
//e

pu
bs

.si
am

.o
rg

/te
rm

s-
pr

iv
ac

y

https://jmlr.csail.mit.edu/papers/volume22/20-603/20-603.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1109/jsait.2020.2984716
https://doi.org/10.1109/jsait.2020.2984716
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.6614
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00365-012-9153-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00365-012-9153-3
https://www.jmlr.org/papers/volume24/22-1398/22-1398.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1109/icassp39728.2021.9413946
https://doi.org/10.1109/icassp39728.2021.9413946
https://openreview.net/pdf?id=Sy8gdB9xx
https://doi.org/10.1162/0899766054323008

	Introduction
	Contributions
	Related work

	Background and setup
	Notation
	Reproducing kernel Hilbert spaces
	Classification setting
	Ridgeless kernel regression
	Kernel SVM

	Main results
	Feature model and sampling conditions
	General conditions for SVM equivalence
	Implications for the bilevel ensemble

	Improvement in the independent, sub-Gaussian case
	Generalization of the kernel SVM in new settings

	Proofs of main theorems
	Overview of analysis
	Noise error
	Bias error due to <0:inline-formula ><0:tex-math 0:notation="LaTeX" 0:version="MathJax" ><?LDGXML	G?></0:tex-math></0:inline-formula>
	Bias error in <0:inline-formula ><0:tex-math 0:notation="LaTeX" 0:version="MathJax" ><?LDGXML	G?></0:tex-math></0:inline-formula>
	Proofs for sub-Gaussian features

	SVP with general regression functions
	Simulations and discussion
	
	References
	Concentration bounds and technical lemmas
	Proofs for the bilevel ensemble

