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Abstract
Via an overparameterized linear model with Gaussian features, we provide con-
ditions for good generalization for multiclass classification of minimum-norm
interpolating solutions in an asymptotic setting where both the number of under-
lying features and the number of classes scale with the number of training points.
The survival/contamination analysis framework for understanding the behavior
of overparameterized learning problems is adapted to this setting, revealing that
multiclass classification qualitatively behaves like binary classification in that, as
long as there are not too many classes (made precise in the paper), it is possible
to generalize well even in some settings where the corresponding regression tasks
would not generalize. Besides various technical challenges, it turns out that the key
difference from the binary classification setting is that there are relatively fewer
positive training examples of each class in the multiclass setting as the number of
classes increases, making the multiclass problem “harder” than the binary one.

1 Introduction
Multiclass classification on standardized datasets is where the current deep-learning revolution really
made the community take notice with previously unattainable levels of performance. Contemporary
systems have demonstrated tremendous success at these tasks, typically using gigantic models with
parameters that vastly exceed the (also large) number of data points used to train these models. In
defiance of traditional statistical wisdom regarding overfitting, these big models can be trained to
achieve zero training error even with noisy labels, but still generalize well in practice [83, 28].

To better understand this empirical phenomenon, one line of work uses appropriate high-dimensional
linear models for regression problems to show how benign fitting of noise in training data is possible
[31, 52, 4, 9, 55]. Essentially, the model must have enough "non-preferred" degrees of freedom to be
able to absorb the training noise without contaminating predictions by too much. Simultaneously,
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there has to be enough of a preference for degrees of freedom that can capture the true pattern to
enable it to survive the learning procedure and be well represented in the final learned model.

A subsequent line of work studies binary classification [56, 13, 76] and shows that binary classification
can generalize well beyond what can be proved by classical margin-based bounds [3] and there exist
regimes where binary classification can even succeed in generalizing where regression fails — less
preference is required for the degrees of freedom that capture the true pattern [56]. Very recently, the
generalization of multiclass classification in similar models was studied in Wang et al. [77] but the
analysis was limited to a fixed finite number of classes. In practice, we see that larger datasets often
come with more classes and are tackled with even bigger models and so it is important to see what
happens to generalization when everything scales together. To have a crisply understandable approach
that allows everything to scale, this paper also adopts the bi-level covariance model with Gaussian
features that is used in Muthukumar et al. [55, 56], Wang et al. [75], Wang et al. [77].

To understand classification, we must understand the role of training loss functions in determining
what is learned. Empirical evidence shows that least-squares can yield classification performance
competitive to cross-entropy minimization [64, 35, 11]. Muthukumar et al. [56], Hsu et al. [33]
show that indeed with sufficient overparameterization, the support vector machine (SVM) solution,
which also arises from minimizing the logistic loss using gradient descent [68, 36], is identical to
that obtained by the minimum-norm interpolation (MNI) of binary labels — what would be obtained
by gradient descent while minimizing the squared loss. A similar equivalence1 holds for different
variations of multiclass SVMs and the MNI of one-hot-encoded labels [77]. Consequently, this paper
focuses on the MNI approach to overparameterized learning for multiclass classification.

2 Our contributions
Our study provides an asymptotic analysis of the error of the minimum-norm interpolating clas-
sifier for the multiclass classification problem with weighted Gaussian features. We consider an
overparameterized setting using a bi-level feature weighting model where the number of features,
classes, favored features, and the feature weights themselves all scale with the number of training
points. Under this model, Theorem 5.1 provides sufficient conditions for good generalization in the
form of a region in which as the number of training points increase, the number of classes grows
slowly enough, the total number of features (i.e. level of overparameterization) grows fast enough,
the number of favored features grows slowly enough, and the amount of favoring of those favored
features is sufficient to allow for asymptotic generalization. We assume that our labels are generated
noiselessly based on which of the first k features is the largest.2

To prove our main result, Theorem 5.1, we present a novel typicality-style argument featuring
the feature margin (gap between the largest and second-largest feature) for computing sufficient
conditions for correct classification utilizing the signal-processing inspired concepts of survival and
contamination from Muthukumar et al. [55, 56] and leveraging the random-matrix analysis tools
sharpened in Bartlett et al. [4]. The key is analyzing what happens with multiclass training data where
there are relatively fewer positive examples of each class, and where the training data for a particular
class is not independent of the features corresponding to other classes. The analysis shows that as
a result of having fewer positive exemplars for a class relative to the total size of the training data,
the survival drops by a factor of k (the number of classes), while the contamination only drops by a
factor of

√
k. As in binary classification, the ratio of the relevant survival to contamination terms

plays the role of the effective signal-to-noise ratio and shows up as a key quantity in our error analysis
(Equation (22) from Section 5.1). When this ratio grows asymptotically to∞, multiclass classification
generalizes well. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first work that quantifies this effect of
fewer informative samples per class and in what sense that makes multiclass classification harder
than binary classification. The closest related work ([77]) only considers multiclass classification in
the fixed finite class setting and consequently, doesn’t compute exact dependencies on the number of
classes k. We provide a more detailed comparison of our work with Wang et al. [77] and Muthukumar
et al. [56] in Appendix H.

1For an interesting alternative perspective on this equivalence as an indication of a potential bug instead of as
a promising feature, see Shamir [67].

2This assumption is without loss of generality for the bi-level model as long as the classes are defined by
orthogonal directions as in Wang et al. [77].
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3 Related Work
The present work is situated within a larger stream of theoretical research trying to understand why
overparameterized learning works and its limits. The limited page budget here forces brevity, but we
recommend the recent surveys Bartlett et al. [5], Belkin [6], Dar et al. [20] for further context.

Classically, by either operating in the underparameterized regime or by performing explicit regular-
ization, we can force the training procedure to average out the harmful effects of training noise and
thereby hope to obtain good generalization. The present cycle of seeking a deeper understanding
began after it was observed that modern deep networks were overparameterized, capable of memoriz-
ing noise, and yet still generalized well, even when they were trained without explicit regularization
[59, 83]. Experiments in Geiger et al. [28], Belkin et al. [8] observed a double-descent behavior of
the generalization error where in addition to the traditional U-shaped curve in the underparameterized
regime, the error decreases in the overparameterized regime as we increase the number of model pa-
rameters. This double descent phenomenon is not unique to deep learning models and was replicated
for kernel learning [7]. Further, the good generalization performance in the overparameterized regime
cannot be explained by traditional worst-case generalization bounds based on Rademacher complexity
or VC-dimension since the models have the capacity to fit purely random labels. Overparameterized
models must therefore have some fortuitous combination of the model architecture with the training
algorithm that leads us to a particular solution that generalizes well.

To understand the phenomenon better, several works study the simpler setting of overparameterized
linear regression.The minimum-`2 norm3 interpolator is of particular interest since gradient descent
on the squared loss has an implicit4 bias towards this solution in the overparameterized regime
[24] and has been studied extensively. (An incomplete list is Hastie et al. [31], Mei and Montanari
[52], Bartlett et al. [4], Belkin et al. [9], Muthukumar et al. [55], Bibas et al. [10], Kobak et al.
[41], Wu and Xu [80], Richards et al. [63].) To generalize well, the underlying feature family must
satisfy a balance between having a few important directions that sufficiently favor the true pattern,
and a large number of unimportant directions that can absorb the noise in a harmless manner.

3.1 High dimensional binary classification
Both concurrently with and subsequent to the wave of analyses on overparameterized regression,
researchers turned their attention to binary classification. A line of work poses the overparameterized
binary classification problem as an optimization problem and analyzes it directly to obtain precise
asymptotic behaviours of the generalization error [22, 66, 37, 69, 54, 38, 70]. The key technical
tool employed in these works is the Convex Gaussian Min-max Theorem and the resultant error
formulas involve solutions to a system of non-linear equations that typically do not admit closed-form
expressions. The generalization error of the max-margin SVM has also been analyzed directly by
studying the iterates of gradient descent in [13] and leveraging the implicit regularization perspective
of optimization algorithms.

However, although the above works did significantly enhance our understanding of binary classifica-
tion in the overparameterized regime, a fundamental question was not answered: “Is classification
easier than regression?" While the classification task is easier than the regression task at test time
(regression requires us to correctly predict a real value while binary classification requires us to only
predict its sign correctly), the training data for classification is less informative than that for regression
since the labels are also binary. As described earlier, this question was answered in Muthukumar
et al. [56], by exhibiting an asymptotic regime where binary classification error goes to zero, but the
regression error does not. This was shown using Gaussian features with a bi-level covariance model.
It turns out that the level of anisotropy (favoring of true features) required to perform regression
correctly is significantly higher than that required for binary classification.

The key to the result in Muthukumar et al. [56] was the signal-processing inspired survival/contami-
nation framework introduced in Muthukumar et al. [55] as a reconceptualization of the “effective

3The minimum-`1 norm interpolator has also been studied in Muthukumar et al. [55], Mitra [53], Li and
Wei [50], Wang et al. [75] and while sparsity-seeking behavior helps preserve the true signal (if the true pattern
indeed depends only on a few features), it poses a challenge for the harmless absorption of noise since the
desired averaging behaviour is not achieved fully [55].

4In fact, there is an important complementary literature that brings out the implicit regularization performed
by training methods, especially variants of gradient descent and stochastic gradient descent, and how the
underlying architecture of the model shapes this implicit regularization [30, 68, 36, 79, 57, 2, 81].
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ranks” perspective of Bartlett et al. [4]. The survival concept relates to the shrinkage induced by the
regularizing effect of having lots of features in the context of min-norm interpolation — survival
captures what is left of the true pattern after shrinkage. Contamination reflects the consequence
of overparameterization when training via optimization: in addition to the true pattern, there is an
infinite family of other5 false patterns (aliases) that also happen to explain the limited training data,
and the optimizer ends up hedging its bet across the true pattern and these other competing false
explanations. The learned false patterns contaminate the predictions on test points, and this can be
quantified by the relevant standard deviation. For binary classification to succeed, what matters is that
the survival exceed the contamination so that the sign of the prediction remains correct. Meanwhile,
regression is harder since for regression to succeed, the survival must also tend to 1.

3.2 Multiclass classification and the role of training loss function
There is a large classical body of work on multiclass classification algorithms [78, 12, 23, 18, 46],
with further works giving computationally efficient algorithms for extreme multiclass problems
with a huge number of classes [15, 82, 62]. Numerous theoretical works investigate the consistency
of classifiers [84, 60, 61, 71, 14]. Finite-sample analysis of the generalization error in multiclass
classification problems in the underparameterized regime has been studied in Koltchinskii and
Panchenko [42], Guermeur [29], Allwein et al. [1], Li et al. [49], Cortes et al. [16], Lei et al.
[47], Maurer [51], Lei et al. [48], Kuznetsov et al. [44, 45] and includes both data dependent
bounds using Rademacher complexity, Gaussian complexity and covering numbers as well as data-
independent bounds using the VC dimension. Recent work [72] leverages the Convex Gaussian
Min-max Theorem to precisely characterize the asymptotic behaviour of the least-squares classifier
in underparameterized multiclass classification.

So, how different is multiclass classification from binary classification? The test time task is
more difficult and for the same total number of training points, we have fewer positive training
examples from each class. Several empirical studies comparing the performances of multiclass
classification via learning multiple binary classifiers have been undertaken [64, 25, 1]. The effects
of the loss function while using deep nets to perform classification has also been investigated
[32, 26, 43, 11, 21, 40, 35, 39]. Empirical evidence of least-squares minimization yielding competitive
test classification performance to cross-entropy minimization has been presented in Rifkin and Klautau
[64], Hui and Belkin [35], Bosman et al. [11].

More recently, Wang et al. [77] makes progress towards bridging the gap between empirical ob-
servations and theoretical understanding by proving that in certain overparameterized regimes the
solution to a multiclass SVM problem is identical to the one obtained by minimum-norm interpolation
of one-hot encoded labels (equivalently, that gradient descent on squared loss leads to the same
solution as gradient descent on cross-entropy loss as a result of implicit bias of these algorithms
[24, 36, 68]). In addition, Wang et al. [77] extends the analysis presented in Muthukumar et al. [56]
for the binary classification problem to the multiclass problem with finitely many classes via an
interesting reduction to analyzing a finite set of pairwise competitions, all of which must be won for
multiclass classification to succeed. (We give further comments on the relationship of the present
paper with Wang et al. [77] in Appendix H.)

4 Problem setup
We consider the multiclass classification problem with k classes. The training data consists of n pairs
{xi, `i}ni=1 where xi ∈ Rd are i.i.d Gaussian vectors drawn from distribution,

xi ∼ N (0, Id). (1)

We make the following assumption on how the labels `i ∈ [k] are generated.

Assumption 4.1. 1-sparse noiseless model6
The class labels `i are generated based on which of the first k dimensions of a point xi has the

5This is related to what is called the challenge of “underspecification” in ML [19], and this in turn is one
aspect of the challenge of covariate shifts [73].

6A more generic model is `i = argmaxm∈[k] µ
>
mxi but we consider the simplified case where µm are unit

vectors, and are orthogonal to each other for different classesm. For the bi-level ensemble model (Definition 4.2)
that we consider in this paper, this is exactly equivalent to the 1-sparse model defined here if we make the further
assumption that the µm have no support outside of favored features.
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largest value,

`i = argmax
m∈[k]

xi[m]. (2)

We use the notation xi[m] to refer to the mth element of vector xi. For clarity of exposition, we
make explicit a feature weighting that transforms the training points as follows:

xwi [j] =
√
λjxi[j] ∀j ∈ [d]. (3)

Here λ ∈ Rd contains the squared feature weights. The feature weighting serves the role of favoring
the true pattern, something that is essential for good generalization.7

The weighted feature matrix Xw ∈ Rn×d is given by,

Xw =
[
xw1 . . . xwj . . . xwn

]>
=
[√
λ1z1 . . .

√
λjzj . . .

√
λdzd

]
, (4)

where zj ∈ Rn contains the jth features from the n training points. Note that zj ∼ N (0, In) are i.i.d
Gaussians. We use a one-hot encoding for representing the labels as the matrix Yoh ∈ Rn×k,

Yoh =
[
yoh1 . . . yohm . . . yohk

]
, (5)

where,

yohm [i] =

{
1, if `i = m

0, otherwise
. (6)

A zero-mean variant of the encoding where we subtract the mean 1
k from each entry is denoted:

ym = yohm −
1

k
1. (7)

Our classifier consists of k coefficient vectors f̂m for m ∈ [k] that are learned by minimum-norm
interpolation of the zero-mean one-hot variants using the weighted features.8

f̂m = arg min
f
‖f‖2 (8)

s.t. Xwf = yohm −
1

k
1. (9)

We can express these coefficients in closed form as,

f̂m = (Xw)>
(
Xw(Xw)>

)−1
ym. (10)

On a test point xtest ∼ N (0, Id) we predict a label as follows: First, we transform the test point
into the weighted feature space to obtain xwtest where xwtest[j] =

√
λjxtest[j] for j ∈ [d]. Then we

compute k scalar “scores” and assign the class based on the largest score as follows:

ˆ̀= argmax
1≤m≤k

f̂>mxwtest. (11)

The true label of the test point is `test = argmax1≤m≤k xtest[m]. A misclassification event Eerr
occurs iff

argmax
1≤m≤k

xtest[m] 6= argmax
1≤m≤k

f̂>mxwtest. (12)

In our work we determine sufficient conditions under which the probability of misclassification
(computed over the randomness in both the training data and test point) goes to zero in an asymptotic
regime where the number of training points, number of features, number of classes and feature
weights scale according to the bi-level ensemble model.

7Our weighted feature model is equivalent to the one used in other works (e.g. [56]) that assume that the
covariates come from an anisotropic Gaussian with a covariance matrix that favors the truly important directions.

8The classifier learned via this method is equivalent to those obtained by other natural training methods under
sufficient overparameterization [77].
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Definition 4.2. (Bi-level ensemble): The bi-level ensemble is parameterized by p, q, r and t where
p > 1, 0 ≤ r < 1, 0 < q < (p − r) and 0 ≤ t < r. Here, parameter p controls the extent of
overparameterization, r determines the number of favored features, q controls the weights on favored
features and t controls the number of classes. The number of features (d), number of favored features
(s), number of classes (k) and feature weights (

√
λj) all scale with the number of training points (n)

as follows:

d = bnpc, s = bnrc, a = n−q, k = ckbntc, (13)

where ck is a positive integer. The feature weights are given by,

√
λj =


√

ad
s , 1 ≤ j ≤ s√
(1−a)d
d−s , otherwise

. (14)

We provide a visualization of the bi-level model in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Bi-level feature weighting model. The first s features have a higher weight and are favored
during minimum-norm interpolation. These can be thought of as the square-roots of the eigenvalues
of the feature covariance matrix in a Gaussian model for the covariates as in Bartlett et al. [4].

5 Main result
Theorem 5.1. (Asymptotic classification region in the bi-level model): Under the bi-level ensemble
model 4.2, when the true data generating process is 1-sparse (Assumption 4.1), the probability of
misclassification P (Eerr)→ 0 as n→∞ if the following conditions hold:

t < min (r, 1− r, p+ 1− 2(q + r), p− 2, 2q + r − 2) (15)
q + r > 1. (16)
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Figure 2: Visualization of the bi-level regimes in four dimensions p, q, r, t. (1a) and (2a) contrast
multiclass classification with finite classes to binary classification and regression. The horizontal lines
p = 2.3 and p = 3.7 correspond to the slices visualized in (1b), (1c), (2b) and (2c). The conjectured
regimes are visualized in (1d), (1e), (1f), (2d), (2e) and (2f).
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Note that from Muthukumar et al. [56], the condition q + r > 1 corresponds to the regime where the
corresponding regression problem9 does not generalize well and thus our result shows that multiclass
classification can generalize in regimes where the regression problem does not. Figure 2 visualizes
the regimes by considering slices of the four dimensional scaling parameter space of p, q, r and t. (1a)
and (2a) fix the value of q to 0.75 and 0.95 respectively and contrast the multiclass problem with a
fixed finite number of classes (t = 0) to the binary classification and regression problems. From these
plots we observe that if we fix p, q, t and increase r, i.e. increasing how many features are favored
(and thereby favoring each of them less), we transition from the regime where both regression and
binary classification work, into the regime where binary classification works but regression does not,
then the regime where this paper can prove multiclass classification works and finally to the regime
where neither regression nor binary classification works.

In Figure 2, subplots (1b),(1c),(2b) and (2c) each visualize a slice along the r and t (class scaling)
dimensions with fixed p and q. The x axis itself in these plots corresponds to a fixed finite classes
setting. From (1b) we observe that the right-hand boundary of the region where multiclass classifica-
tion generalizes well contains two slopes. These slopes arise from the two conditions t < 1− r and
t < p+ 1− 2(q + r) in Theorem 5.1 and are a result of either contamination from favored (but not
true) features dominating or contamination from the unfavored features dominating. In (1c) we are
in the regime where binary classification works for all values of r < 1. However, as we increase t,
eventually multiclass classification stops working.10

When we go from the binary problem to a multiclass problem with k classes, the survival drops
by a factor of k as a consequence of having only 1

k fraction of positive training examples per class.
This is because the one-hot labels we interpolate while training have fewer large values close to 1
that are able to positively correlate with the true feature vector. Having fewer positive exemplars
also reduces the total energy in the training vector by a factor of k, and because of the square-root
relationship of the standard deviation to the energy, the contamination only shrinks by a factor of√
k. The overall survival/contamination ratio decreases by a factor of

√
k making the multiclass

classification task more difficult.11 An interesting observation here is the amount of favoring required
for good generalization is linked to the number of positive training examples per class. Indeed, if
we consider a setting where the binary classification problem generalizes well, and we switch to
the k class multiclass problem, then by increasing the number of training samples k fold (and thus
matching the number of positive training examples per class in the multiclass case to the binary
case) and keeping the number of features and feature weights constant we can generalize well for
multiclass classification. (Appendix G elaborates on this phenomenon, as well as why it is somewhat
surprising.)

Next, we present a brief overview of our proof that utilizes the survival/contamination analysis
framework from Muthukumar et al. [56] along with a typicality-inspired argument where the feature
margin (difference between largest and second largest feature) on the test point plays a key role. The
complete proof is provided in Appendices B, C, D, and E.

5.1 Proof sketch
Assume without loss of generality that for the test point xtest ∼ N (0, Id), the true class is α for some
α ∈ [k]. Let xwtest be the weighted version of this test point. A necessary and sufficient condition for
classification error is that for some β 6= α, β ∈ [k],

f̂α[α]xwtest[α] + f̂α[β]xwtest[β] +
∑

j /∈{α,β}

f̂α[j]xwtest[j] < f̂β [α]xwtest[α]

+ f̂β [β]xwtest[β] +
∑

j /∈{α,β}

f̂β [j]xwtest[j].

(17)

9The corresponding regression problem is one where the true real number to be predicted is defined by a
linear combination of favored features.

10To be precise, what the region actually illustrates is that our proof approach stops being able to show that
multiclass classification works. In the Conclusion section, we conjecture where we believe that multiclass
classification actually stops working. The conjectured regions are illustrated in (1e),(1f),(2e) and (2f).

11This is also responsible for contamination due to favored features being able to cause errors. For binary
classification, because the true feature survival is constant (depending only on the level of label noise), the
survival can always asymptotically overcome any contamination from other favored features [56].
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By converting into the unweighted feature space we obtain

λαĥα,β [α]xtest[α]− λβĥβ,α[β]xtest[β] <
∑

j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j], (18)

where

ĥα,β [j] = λ
−1/2
j (f̂α[j]− f̂β [j]). (19)

Performing some algebraic manipulations and because λα = λβ = λ since both α and β are favored
features, we can rewrite this as

λĥα,β [α]

CNα,β

(
(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) + xtest[β]

ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]

)

<
1

CNα,β

∑
j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j], (20)

where

CNα,β =

√√√√√
 ∑
j /∈{α,β}

λ2j (ĥβ,α[j])2

. (21)

We divide by CNα,β to normalize the RHS above to have a standard normal distribution. Next, by
removing the dependency on β, we obtain a sufficient condition for correct classification:

minβ λĥα,β [α]

maxβ CNα,β︸ ︷︷ ︸
SU/CN ratio

min
β

(xtest[α]− xtest[β])︸ ︷︷ ︸
closest feature margin

− max
β
|xtest[β]|︸ ︷︷ ︸

largest competing feature

·max
β

∣∣∣∣∣ ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]

∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
survival variation


> max

β

1

CNα,β

 ∑
j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j]


︸ ︷︷ ︸

normalized contamination

.

(22)

Here the min and max are over all competing features: 1 ≤ β ≤ k, β 6= α and the sum is over
all d feature indices except α and β, but we simplify the notation for convenience. We show via
intermediate lemmas introduced in Appendix B that under the conditions specified in Theorem 5.1,
with sufficiently high probability12, the relevant survival to contamination SU/CN ratio grows at a
polynomial rate nv for some v > 0, the closest feature margin shrinks at a less-than-polynomial
rate 1/

√
lnnk, the survival variation decays at a polynomial rate n−u for some u > 0. Further,

the magnitudes of the largest competing feature and the normalized contamination are no more than√
ln(nk).

This implies that the left-hand side of Equation (22) grows at a polynomial rate nv (ignoring
logarithmic terms) and dominates the right-hand side which grows at the much slower rate

√
lnnk. A

survival/contamination ratio also plays a key role in the analysis of the binary classification problem in
Muthukumar et al. [56] but in the multiclass setting, we additionally have the survival variation term
and feature margin playing important roles since we are comparing different scores while predicting
the class label. For correct classification, the survival/contamination ratio must be sufficiently large,
the survival variation must be small enough and the feature margin must be sufficiently large.

12This is where we leverage the idea of typicality-style proofs in information theory [17] to avoid unnecessarily
loose union bounds that end up being dominated by the atypical behavior of quantities. In our case, by pulling
the feature margin out explicitly, we can just deal with its typical behavior. Similarly, the typical behavior of the
largest competing feature and the true feature is all that matters.
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6 Conclusion
In this work we compute sufficient conditions for good generalization of multiclass classification
in a bi-level overparameterized linear model with Gaussian features. We observed that multiclass
classification can generalize even when the regression problem does not generalize (for q + r > 1).
Further, the multiclass problem is “harder” than the binary problem because we have fewer positive
training examples per class. The nature of the training data complicates our analysis in the multiclass
setting since the true class labels are generated by comparing k features and thus we no longer have
independence of the encoded class label y with any of these features. This becomes relevant when we
compute bounds on the survival and contamination quantities since the Hanson-Wright inequality [65]
is no longer applicable directly on the quantities of interest as was the case for the binary classification
problem in prior work [56]. As a consequence of working around this non-independence we believe
that our sufficient conditions for good generalization in the regime q + r > 1 are loose.

Even though in our work we focus on the regime where regression does not work, q + r > 1, we can
extend the analysis to the regime where q + r < 1 by grinding through the expressions for survival
and contamination in this regime. Even in this regime, for multiclass training data, survival is of the
order 1

k while contamination scales similarly to the regime q + r > 1. Thus, while it is true that for
binary classification or a fixed number of classes, the regime where regression works is a regime
where classification also works, this need not be true if there are too many classes.

We conjecture that the following is a set of necessary and sufficient conditions for asymptotically
good generalization (We elaborate on this in Appendix F):

Conjecture 6.1. (Conjectured bi-level regions): Under the bi-level ensemble model 4.2, when
the true data generating process is 1-sparse (Assumption 4.1), as n → ∞, the probability of
misclassification event P (Eerr) behaves as follows:

P (Eerr)→
{

0, if t < min (r, 1− r, p+ 1− 2(q + r))

1, if t > min (r, 1− r, p+ 1− 2(q + r))
. (23)

The conjectured regions are visualized in (1d),(1e),(1f),(2d),(2e) and (2f) in Figure 2. Subfigures (1d)
and (2d) illustrate that we believe multiclass classification with finitely many classes works if binary
classification works. Further, comparing (1e) to (2e) when we increase q, the conjectured parameter
region where multiclass classification works shrinks since we decrease the amount of favoring of true
features. Interestingly, the nature of the looseness in our approach is such that our proof technique is
able to recover a larger fraction of the conjectured region for larger q which intuitively is a result of
less favoring leading to stronger concentration of certain random quantities. Tightening the potential
looseness in our analysis and proving the converse result by computing sufficient conditions for poor
generalization of multiclass classification are interesting avenues of future work.

Recent work from Wang et al. [77] provides an analysis of the generalization error of the minimum-
norm interpolation of one-hot labels for multiclass classification with Gaussian features. Using the
bi-level model, the authors present parameter regimes where multiclass classification error goes to
zero asymptotically, considering only the fixed finite classes setting (t = 0 in our model). They also
show that the minimum-norm interpolating solution (9) is typically identical to the solution obtained
via one-vs-all SVM and multi-class SVM (and thus gradient descent on cross-entropy loss due to
its implicit bias [36, 68]) under sufficient overparameterization, even in the case when t > 0, so the
number of classes k = nt grows with n, as long as it does not grow too rapidly. Under our bi-level
model (Definition 4.2) the relevant condition from Wang et al. [77] for when the SVM solution
matches minimum-norm interpolation (MNI) can be expressed as:

0 < t <
q + r − 1

2
. (24)

More details on the setup of Wang et al. [77], as well as a derivation of (24) are in Appendix H.

In Figure 3 we plot our provable as well as conjectured regimes alongside the regime from (24).
Notice the overlap. Thus our result is not limited only to the minimum-norm interpolator, but in
fact holds for other training methods when the problem is sufficiently overparameterized. In this
sense, the results in Wang et al. [77] and the present paper can be read together to tell a more
full story of overparameterized multiclass classification. The behavior of the SVM solution in the
conjectured region where εmulti → 1, but where it is not known whether SVM = MNI, is left for
future work.
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Figure 3: Visualization of regime where SVM solution is identical to MNI solution.

Further, although the present analysis focuses on solutions that exactly interpolate the training data,
we can extend our results to account for additional ridge regularization by viewing ridge regularization
as minimum-norm interpolation using augmented contamination-free features as in the Appendix
of Muthukumar et al. [55] and computing bounds leveraging tools from Tsigler and Bartlett [74].
Our assumption of the strict bi-level weighting model is largely to simplify the calculations and by
substituting terms appropriately in our lemmas from Appendix B, it should be possible to compute
results for other weighting models. Finally, exploring the new phenomena that can be encountered as
we go beyond the 1-sparse noiseless model is an exciting direction for future work.
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The appendix is organized as follows. In Appendix A we provide a table of notations used throughout
the paper. Appendix B provides an overall proof for Theorem 5.1 by introducing some intermediate
lemmas and assuming they hold. Appendix C introduces some key tools that we need and Appendix D
leverages those tools to build towards a proof of these intermediate lemmas by introducing some helper
results that are needed to deal with the key challenge posed by multiclass training data. Appendix E
actually proves the intermediate lemmas used in Appendix B and completes the proof. Appendix F
discusses the potential looseness in our analysis and describes how we obtained Conjecture 6.1.
Appendix G elaborates on the effect of fewer number of positive training examples per class in the
multiclass setting and investigates an alternative setting where the total number of positive training
examples per class is kept constant while we increase the number of classes. Finally, in Appendix H
we provide a more detailed comparison of our work with Wang et al. [77] and Muthukumar et al.
[56].

Throughout the appendix we will assume that n is large enough for asymptotic behavior to kick
in. We also will introduce various universal positive constants, indexed as ci. These constants are
all independent of n, and constants with the same index are to be treated as equal throughout this
Appendix.

A Notation
We summarize the notation used in the problem setup (as well as some terms defined later) as follows:

Table 1: Notation
Symbol Definition Dimension Source

k Number of classes Scalar Sec. 4
n Number of training points Scalar Sec. 4
d Dimension of each point — the total number of features Scalar Sec. 4
s The number of favored features Scalar Def. 4.2
p Parameter controlling overparameterization (d = np) Scalar Def. 4.2
r Parameter controlling the number of favored features (s = nr) Scalar Def. 4.2
a Parameter controlling the favored weights (a = n−q) Scalar Def. 4.2
t Parameter controlling the number of classes (k = ckn

t) Scalar Def. 4.2
ck The number of classes when t = 0 (k = ckn

t) Scalar Def. 4.2
λj Squared weight of the jth feature Scalar Def. 4.2
xi ith training point (unweighted) Length-n vector Eqn. 1
`i Class label of ith training point Scalar Eqn. 2
xwi ith training point (weighted) Length-n vector Eqn. 3
Xw Weighted feature matrix (n× d)-matrix Eqn. 4
zj The collected jth features of all training points Length-n vector Eqn. 4
yohm One-hot encoding of all the training points for label m Length-n vector Eqn. 6
Yoh One-hot label matrix (n× k)-matrix Eqn. 5
ym Zero-mean encoding of the training points for label m Length-n vector Eqn. 7
f̂m Learned coefficients for label m using min-norm interpolation Length-d vector Eqn. 10
xtest A single test point Length-d vector Sec. 4
xwtest A single weighted test point Length-d vector Sec. 4
A A = Xw(Xw)> (n× n)-matrix Eqn. 39
µi(A) The ith eigenvalue of matrix A, sorted in descending order Scalar App. B
Λ Matrix of squared feature weights: diag(λ1, λ2, . . . , λd) (d× d)-matrix App. B
ĥα,β Relative survival ĥα,β [j] = λ

−1/2
j (f̂α[j]− f̂β [j]) Length-d vector Eqn. 29

CNα,β Normalizing factor CNα,β =

√(∑
j /∈{α,β} λ

2
j (ĥβ,α[j])2

)
Scalar Eqn. 35

‖·‖ψ2
The sub-Gaussian norm of a scalar random variable Scalar Eqn. 75

µ̄ Center of the eigenvalue bounds for A−1, µ̄ = 1∑
j λj

Scalar Eqn. 42
♦ Deviation term in eigenvalue bounds for A Scalar Eqn. 78
∆µ Deviation term in eigenvalue bounds for A−1 Scalar Eqn. 44

17



B Proof of Theorem 5.1
We restate Theorem 5.1, our main result, here for convenience:

Theorem 5.1. (Asymptotic classification region in the bi-level model): Under the bi-level ensemble
model 4.2, when the true data generating process is 1-sparse (Assumption 4.1), the probability of
misclassification P (Eerr)→ 0 as n→∞ if the following conditions hold:

t < min (r, 1− r, p+ 1− 2(q + r), p− 2, 2q + r − 2) (15)
q + r > 1. (16)

Our proof that utilizes the survival/contamination analysis framework from Muthukumar et al. [56]
along with a typicality-inspired argument where the feature margin (difference between largest and
second largest feature) on the test point plays a key role.

Assume without loss of generality that for the test point xtest ∼ N (0, Id), the true class is α for some
α ∈ [k]. Let xwtest be the weighted version of this test point. A necessary and sufficient condition for
classification error is that for some β 6= α, β ∈ [k], the score associated with class β is higher than
the score associated with class α. Pulling out the key terms associated with the α and β weighted
features, we get:

f̂α[α]xwtest[α] + f̂α[β]xwtest[β] +
∑

j /∈{α,β}

f̂α[j]xwtest[j] < f̂β [α]xwtest[α]

+ f̂β [β]xwtest[β] +
∑

j /∈{α,β}

f̂β [j]xwtest[j]

(25)

=⇒ (f̂α[α]− f̂β [α])xwtest[α]− (f̂β [β]− f̂α[β])xwtest[β] <
∑

j /∈{α,β}

(f̂β [j]− f̂α[j])xwtest[j]. (26)

(27)

Note that
∑
j∈α,β refers to the sum over all feature indices 1 to d excluding α and β.

By converting into the unweighted feature space we obtain,

λαĥα,β [α]xtest[α]− λβĥβ,α[β]xtest[β] <
∑

j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j], (28)

where we introduce the short-hand notation,

ĥα,β [j] = λ
−1/2
j (f̂α[j]− f̂β [j]) (29)

ĥβ,α[j] = λ
−1/2
j (f̂β [j]− f̂α[j]). (30)

Since both α and β are favored feature indices, by leveraging the definition of the bi-level model and
denoting λα = λβ = λ, we get

λ
(
ĥα,β [α]xtest[α]− ĥβ,α[β]xtest[β]

)
<

∑
j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j]. (31)

Next, we perform some algebraic manipulations,

λ
(
ĥα,β [α]xtest[α]− ĥβ,α[β]xtest[β]

)
<

∑
j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j]

(32)

=⇒ λĥα,β [α](xtest[α]− xtest[β]) + λxtest[β](ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]) <
∑

j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j]

(33)

=⇒ λĥα,β [α]

(
(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) + xtest[β]

ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]

)
<

∑
j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j].

(34)
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We divide both sides by the quantity CNα,β defined as,

CNα,β =

√√√√√
 ∑
j /∈{α,β}

λ2j (ĥβ,α[j])2

. (35)

This normalizes the RHS of (34) to have a standard normal distribution. Thus, the necessary and
sufficient condition for a misclassification error is for some β 6= α, β ∈ [k],

λĥα,β [α]

CNα,β

(
(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) + xtest[β]

ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]

)
<

1

CNα,β

∑
j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j].

(36)

A sufficient condition for correct classification can then be obtained by ensuring that the smallest
potential value of the LHS is still greater than the value of the RHS for all values of β. Thus, we
obtain a sufficient condition for correct classification by appropriately minimizing or maximizing
quantities over competing feature indices β 6= α, β ∈ [k] (for notational convenience we simply
denote this as minβ or maxβ).

minβ λĥα,β [α]

maxβ CNα,β︸ ︷︷ ︸
SU/CN ratio

min
β

(xtest[α]− xtest[β])︸ ︷︷ ︸
closest feature margin

− max
β
|xtest[β]|︸ ︷︷ ︸

largest competing feature

·max
β

∣∣∣∣∣ ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]

∣∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
survival variation


> max

β

1

CNα,β

 ∑
j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j]


︸ ︷︷ ︸

normalized contamination

.

(37)

We will show that under the conditions specified in Theorem 5.1, with sufficiently high probability,
the relevant survival to contamination SU/CN ratio grows at a polynomial rate nv for some v > 0,
the closest feature margin shrinks at a less-than-polynomial rate 1/

√
lnnk, and the survival variation

decays at a polynomial rate n−u for some u > 0. Further, the magnitudes of the largest competing
feature and the normalized contamination are no more than 2

√
ln(nk). Here, we leverage the idea

of typicality-style proofs in information theory [17] to avoid unnecessarily loose union bounds that
end up being dominated by the atypical behavior of quantities. In our case, by pulling the feature
margin out explicitly, we can just deal with its typical behavior. Similarly, the typical behavior of the
largest competing feature and the true feature is all that matters. Before we proceed with the rest of
our proof we remind the reader of a few important definitions.

Recall from (10) that our learned feature coefficients are

f̂m = (Xw)>
(
Xw(Xw)>

)−1
ym. (38)

Let

A = Xw(Xw)>. (39)

Then we can express our learned coefficients as

f̂m[j] =
√
λjz
>
j A−1yα, (40)

where zj ∈ Rn contains the jth features of all n training points. The rows of Xw are i.i.d. Gaussians
with covariance matrix Λ = diag(λ1, λ2, . . . , λd). Let µ1(A) denote the largest eigenvalue and
µn(A) denote the smallest eigenvalue of A respectively, with µi(A) being the i-th largest eigenvalue
of A.

Next, we state a useful lemma adapted from Bartlett et al. [4] that bounds the eigenvalues of A−1 .
Subsequent lemmas will utilize these eigenvalue bounds.
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Lemma B.1. (Eigenvalue bounds on A−1 adapted from Bartlett et al. [4]):
If Λ is such that ♦�

∑
j λj , then with probability at least (1− 2e−n),

µ̄−∆µ ≤ µn(A−1) ≤ µ1(A−1) ≤ µ̄+ ∆µ, (41)

where,

µ̄ =
1∑
j λj

(42)

♦ =
32

9

λ1(1 + ln 9)n+

√
(1 + ln 9)n

∑
j

λ2j

 (43)

∆µ = µ̄

 ♦∑
j λj

+ Θ

(
♦∑
j λj

)2
 . (44)

Further this implies that with probability at least (1− 2e−n),∣∣µi(A−1 − µ̄In)
∣∣ ≤ ∆µ (45)

for all i ∈ [n].

The subsequent lemmas bound the feature margin, survival, contamination and survival variation
terms, utilizing tools from [4] and building on results from [56].

Lemma B.2. (Lower bound on the closest feature margin as k → ∞): For any constant ε > 0,
there exists a constant θ such that, for sufficiently large k with probability at least (1− ε),

min
β:1≤β 6=α≤k

(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) ≥ θ√
2 ln(k)

. (46)

Here, α is fixed and corresponds to the index of the true class — i.e. α corresponds to the index of the
maximum feature among the first k features.

Lemma B.3. (Lower bound on the closest feature margin when k is constant): If k = ck for some
fixed constant ck, for any constant ε > 0, there exists a constant ε′ > 0 such that

Pr

(
min

β,γ:1≤β 6=γ≤ck
|xtest[β]− xtest[γ]| ≥ ε′

)
≥ 1− ε. (47)

Thus, with probability at least (1− ε),

min
β:1≤β 6=α≤k

(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) ≥ ε′. (48)

Here, α is fixed and corresponds to the index of the true class — i.e. α corresponds to the index of the
maximum feature among the first k features.

Lemma B.4. (Lower bound on relative survival of true feature): For any fixed β ∈ [k], β 6= α,
with λα = λβ = λ we have with probability at least (1− 5/(nk)),

λĥα,β [α] ≥ λ
(
c10µ̄

n

k

√
ln(k)− c9(µ̄

√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)
)
, (49)

for universal positive constants c9 and c10.

By substituting the asymptotic behavior of parameters from our bi-level ensemble model we get the
following corollary:

Corollary B.4.1. Under the bi-level ensemble model 4.2, for any fixed β ∈ [k], β 6= α, λα = λβ = λ
if t < 1/2, t < 2(q + r − 1) and 1 < q + r < (p+ 1)/2, with probability at least (1− 5/(nk)),

λĥα,β [α] ≥ c12n1−q−r−t
√

ln(k), (50)

for universal positive constant c12.
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Lemma B.5. (Upper bound on contamination): For any fixed β ∈ [k], β 6= α, with probability at
least (1− 7/(nk)),

CNα,β ≤ c7(µ̄

√
n

k
·
√

ln(ndk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)
√∑

λ2j , (51)

for universal positive constant c7.

As before, for our bi-level ensemble model we have the corollary:

Corollary B.5.1. Under the bi-level model 4.2, in the regime 1 < q+r < (p+1)/2, with probability
at least (1− 7/(nk)),

CNα,β ≤ c13n(1−t−p)/2+max(0,3/2−q−r)+max(0,p/2−q−r/2)
√

ln(ndk), (52)

for universal positive constant c13.

Lemma B.6. (Upper bound on survival variance): For any fixed competing feature β ∈ [k], β 6= α
with λα = λβ , we have with probability at least (1− 15/(nk)),

ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]
≤

2c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)

c10µ̄
n
k

√
ln(k)− c9(µ̄

√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)
, (53)

for universal positive constants c9 and c10.

As before, we can also obtain the asymptotic bound:

Corollary B.6.1. Under the bi-level ensemble model 4.2, for any fixed β ∈ [k], β 6= α, if t < 1/2,
t < 2(q + r − 1), and 1 < q + r < (p+ 1)/2, with probability at least (1− 15/(nk)),

ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]
< n−u, (54)

for large enough n for some fixed u > 0.

Next, we assume that the lemmas and corollaries stated above are true and complete the proof for
Theorem 5.1. We provide proofs for these lemmas in Appendices C, D and E.

Assume we are in the regime where t < 1/2, t < 2(q + r − 1), and 1 < q + r < (p+ 1)/2, so all
our corollaries above hold. Denote the misclassification event as Eerr and let ε > 0 be an arbitrarily
chosen constant.

Substitute Corollaries B.4.1, B.5.1, and B.6.1 into (22), applying them on all 1 ≤ β 6= α ≤ k. They
hold with probability at least 1− 5/(nk), 1− 7/(nk), and 1− 15/(nk) respectively for a given test
point and choice of β. So by the union bound across the three bounds and all k − 1 choices of β,
with probability at most 27/n, one of these corollaries will not hold for our test point for some β. Let
this failure event be denoted E1.

In the case when E1 does not occur, misclassification occurs only if

c12
√

ln(k)

c7
√

ln(ndk)
nv
(

min
β

(xtest[α]− xtest[β])−max
β
|xtest[β]| · n−u

)
< max

β
Z(β), (55)

where we define the exponent

v = 1− q − r − t− (1− t− p)/2−max

(
0,

3

2
− q − r

)
−max

(
0,
p

2
− q − q

2

)
(56)

=
p+ 1

2
− q − r − t

2
−max

(
0,

3

2
− q − r, p

2
− q − r

2
,

3

2
− 2q − 3r

2

)
, (57)

and

Z(β) =
1

CNα,β

 ∑
j /∈{α,β}

λj ĥβ,α[j]xtest[j]

 . (58)
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For each class β, observe that we have Z(β) ∼ N (0, 1).13 Thus, by the Gaussian tail bound, for each
β with probability at least (1− 1/(nk)),

Z(β) <
√

2 ln(nk). (59)

So by the union bound over all k classes β, with probability at least (1− 1/n),

max
β

Z(β) <
√

2 ln(nk). (60)

Let the failure event where this is not the case be E2.

An identical argument shows that with probability at least (1− 2/n), maxβ |xtest[β]| ≤
√

2 ln(nk).
Let E3 be the failure event where this is not the case.

From Lemma B.2, we know with probability 1− ε that, if t > 0, then for sufficiently large n (and so
sufficiently large k)

min
β

(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) >
θ√

2 ln(k)
. (61)

If t = 0 and k = ck, then Lemma B.3 states that, with probability 1− ε,

Pr

(
min

1≤β 6=γ≤ck
|xtest[β]− xtest[γ]| ≥ ε′

)
≥ 1− ε, (62)

for some constant ε′. Let the ε-probability event of the appropriate margin bound (depending on
whether t = 0 or t > 0) being violated be the error event E4.

Assuming E1, E2, E3, and E4 all do not take place, misclassification can only occur if

c12
√

ln(k)

c7
√

ln(ndk)
nv

(
min

(
1− ε, θ√

2 ln(k)

)
−
√

2 ln(nk)n−u

)
<
√

2 ln(nk). (63)

Clearly, if v > 0, then (for sufficiently large n) misclassification becomes asymptotically impossible
(except via the specified error events), since the LHS of the above grows asymptotically faster than
the RHS.

The union bound shows that the probability of any of E1, E2, E3, E4 occurring tends to ε as n→∞
(since the probability of the first three tend to zero). So in the regime where

t <
1

2
(64)

t < 2(q + r − 1) (65)
q + r > 1 (66)
p+ 1

2
> q + r +

t

2
+ max

(
0,

3

2
− q − r

)
+ max

(
0,
p

2
− q − r

2

)
, (67)

the probability of misclassification tends to ε for sufficiently large n, for any ε > 0.

Consolidation of the above bounds produces the conditions 14

t < min (1− r, p+ 1− 2(q + r), p− 2, 2q + r − 2) (72)
q + r > 1. (73)

13To be precise, here we can think of fixing the training data and looking purely at the randomness arising
from the features in the test point. The resulting Z(β) is a standard normal. Since we are using the union bound
in our proof finally, this is sufficient for our purposes.

14We can simplify (67) as follows:

p+ 1

2
> q + r +

t

2
=⇒ t < p+ 1− 2(q + r) (68)

p+ 1

2
> q + r +

t

2
+

3

2
− q − r =⇒ t < p− 2 (69)

p+ 1

2
> q + r +

t

2
+
p

2
− q − r

2
=⇒ t < 1− r (70)

p+ 1

2
> q + r +

t

2
+

3

2
− q − r + p

2
− q − r

2
=⇒ t < 2q + r − 2. (71)

Then we note that t < min(r, 1− r) =⇒ t < 1/2.
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Finally, note that the condition t < r comes from the definition of the bi-level model (4.2). This
condition simply states that for good generalization we must favor all the features used to determine
classes. Since the analysis above holds for any ε, we see that within this regime the probability of
misclassification must approach zero in the limit. This completes the proof. Note that while we show
that probability of misclassification goes to zero, we do not show it to do so at any particular rate,
because the result from Lemma B.2 does not specify the rate of convergence.

C Useful results from elsewhere that we need

This section collects results that are used in our proof, but which come from elsewhere or are lightly
adapted to our purposes.

Hanson-Wright inequality [65]: Let z be a random vector composed of i.i.d. random variables that
are zero mean and with sub-Gaussian norm at most K. The sub-Gaussian norm ‖ξ‖ψ2

of a random
variable ξ is defined as in Rudelson and Vershynin [65],

‖ξ‖ψ2
= inf
K>0

K (74)

s.t. E exp
(
ξ2/K2

)
≤ 2. (75)

Then, there exists universal constant c > 0 such that for any positive semi-definite matrix M and for
every t ≥ 0, we have

Pr
[
|zTMz− E[zTMz]| > t

]
≤ 2 exp

{
−cmin

{
t2

K4||M ||2F
,

t

K2||M ||op

}}
(76)

The next result bounds the eigenvalues of the n × n matrix A = Xw(Xw)>, where recall that
the rows of Xw are i.i.d. Gaussians with covariance matrix Λ = diag(λ1, λ2, . . . , λd). Let µ1(A)
denote the largest eigenvalue and µn(A) denote the smallest eigenvalue of A respectively.

From Bartlett et al. [4]15, we have the following result

Lemma C.1. With probability at least (1− 2e−n), the eigenvalues of A satisfy:

∑
j

λj − ♦ ≤ µn(A) ≤ µ1(A) ≤
∑
j

λj + ♦, (77)

where,

♦ =
32

9

λ1(1 + ln 9)n+

√
(1 + ln 9)n

∑
j

λ2j

 . (78)

Next, as stated previously in Lemma B.1 we will use this result to obtain bounds on the eigenvalues
of A−1 assuming that Λ is such that ♦�

∑
j λj .
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Lemma B.1. (Eigenvalue bounds on A−1 adapted from Bartlett et al. [4]):
If Λ is such that ♦�

∑
j λj , then with probability at least (1− 2e−n),

µ̄−∆µ ≤ µn(A−1) ≤ µ1(A−1) ≤ µ̄+ ∆µ, (41)

15More precisely this lemma appeared in the first version of this work at https://arxiv.org/pdf/1906.
11300v1.pdf. In subsequent versions the authors use a slightly weaker version of this result since it is sufficient
for their purpose.

16Note that in the regime q + r < 1 (where regression works [56]), we do not have ♦ � λj and in such
scenarios we cannot simply rely on eigenvalue bounds and need to use other techniques in the proof.

23

https://arxiv.org/pdf/1906.11300v1.pdf
https://arxiv.org/pdf/1906.11300v1.pdf


where,

µ̄ =
1∑
j λj

(42)

♦ =
32

9

λ1(1 + ln 9)n+

√
(1 + ln 9)n

∑
j

λ2j

 (43)

∆µ = µ̄

 ♦∑
j λj

+ Θ

(
♦∑
j λj

)2
 . (44)

Further this implies that with probability at least (1− 2e−n),∣∣µi(A−1 − µ̄In)
∣∣ ≤ ∆µ (45)

for all i ∈ [n].

Proof. Let S =
∑
j λj .

1

S + ♦
=

1

S

(
1 +

♦
S

)−1
(79)

=
1

S

(
1− ♦

S
+ Θ

(
♦
S

)2
)

(80)

= µ̄−∆µ, (81)

and analogously (S − ♦)−1 = µ̄+ ∆µ. Taking reciprocals of everything in the inequality 77, and
since the eigenvalues of A and A−1 are reciprocals of each other, the desired result follows.

As a Corollary of Lemma B.1:

Corollary C.1.1. (Asymptotic eigenvalue bounds on A−1) Considering the asymptotic scaling of
the model parameters from the bi-level model (Definition 4.2), in the regime 1 < q + r < (1 + p)/2,

µ̄ = n−p (82)

∆µ ≤ c4n1−p−q−r � µ̄, (83)

where µ̄ and ∆µ are defined as in Lemma B.1, and c4 is a universal constant.

Proof. From the asymptotic scaling of the λj from (13) and (14), we see that (from the definition
provided in Lemma B.1)

µ̄ =
1∑
j λj

(84)

=
1

nrnp−q−r + (np − nr)(1− nq) · np/(np − nr))
(85)

=
1

np−q + np − np−q
(86)

= n−p. (87)

Next, we have that

♦ =
32

9

λ1(1 + ln 9)n+

√
(1 + ln 9)n

∑
j

λ2j

 (88)

≤ c1n1+p−q−r + c2
√
n(nrn2p−2q−2r + (np − nr)) (89)

≤ c1n1+p−q−r + c2
√
n1+2p−2q−r + n1+p (90)
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for constants c1 and c2,

The second term is of the order nmax((1−r)/2+p−q,(1+p)/2). Thus, in the regime q + r < (1 + p)/2,
and since r < 1 we have 1 + p− q− r > (1− r)/2 + p− q and 1 + p− q− r > (1 + p)/2 and the
first term dominates.

Thus, ♦ ≤ c3n1+p−q−r for some constant c3 and sufficiently large n.

Observe that since q + r > 1, ♦�
∑
j λj = np. Thus, we can substitute into our relation for ∆µ

from Lemma B.1, to see that

∆µ = µ̄

 ♦∑
j λj

+ Θ

(
♦∑
j λj

)2
 (91)

≤ n−p
(
(c3n

1+p−q−r)(n−p) + Θ((c3n
1+p−q−r)2(n−p)2)

)
(92)

= n−p(c3n
1−q−r + Θ(c3n

2(1−q−r))). (93)

In the regime where q + r > 1, the first term in the sum dominates the second, giving us,
∆µ ≤ c4n1−p−q−r (94)

for some constant c4 and sufficiently large n. This completes the proof.

Finally, in this section, we restate well-known bounds concerning Gaussian random variables.

Lemma C.2. Chi-squared tail bound:
Let z ∼ N (0, In). For any δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least (1− 2e−nδ

2

) we have:

n(1− δ) ≤ ‖z‖2 ≤ n(1 + δ). (95)

From bounds on the expectation of the maximum of k Gaussians:

Lemma C.3. Let zα = max1≤j≤k zj where zj ∼ N (0, 1). Then,
1√
π ln 2

·
√

ln k ≤ E[zα] ≤
√

2 ·
√

ln k. (96)

D Utility Bounds
The big technical challenge in moving from binary classification (as studied in Muthukumar et al.
[56]) to multiclass classification has to do with the nature of the training data. Whereas for binary
classification one could change coordinates so that the binary labels only depended on a single
Gaussian random variable and were independent of all other directions of Gaussian variation in the
covariates, no such change of coordinates exists for multiclass labels. The one-hot-style encoding
of the labels fundamentally depends on the realizations of all k of the Gaussian random variables
representing each of the k classes. This means that we can no longer simply leverage independence
to simplify the analysis and certain clever approaches used to invoke Hanson-Wright are no longer
available to us. However, the need remains to appropriately bound quadratic forms of the form∣∣z>j A−1∆y

∣∣ both for the cases when j represents a feature that is not dominant in the computation
of ∆y as well as in cases where j represents a feature that is dominant in ∆y. To be able to control
such quantities in the absence of the independence we could leverage in the binary case, this section
of the Appendix derives two lemmas which can be viewed as helper bounds. These bounds will later
be used to bound the various quantities from (22). Because our focus is on the asymptotic scaling,
we will use ci to denote the appropriate global constants.

In the subsequent lemmas, µ̄ and ∆µ are defined as in the bounds on the eigenvalues of A−1 from
Lemma B.1.

The following lemma is used to upper-bound the contamination term CNα,β in Lemma B.5:

Lemma D.1. Let ∆y = yα − yβ . Let α, β, and j be distinct. Then, with probability at least
(1− 7/(ndk)), we have,∣∣z>j A−1∆y

∣∣ ≤ c7(µ̄

√
n

k
·
√

ln(ndk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k), (97)

for some constant c7.
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This next lemma is used to bound the numerator of the survival variation term from (22):

Lemma D.2. Let ∆y = yα − yβ . With probability at least (1− 5/(nk)), we have each of

z>αA−1∆y ≤ µ̄(E[z>αyα]− E[z>αyβ ]) + c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k) (98)

z>αA−1∆y ≥ µ̄(E[z>αyα]− E[z>αyβ ])− c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k), (99)

for some constant c9.

The following corollary of the above is used to lower-bound the relative survival ĥα,β [α], which in
turn bounds the SU/CN ratio and the denominator of the survival variation term:

Corollary D.2.1. Let ∆y = yα − yβ . With probability at least (1− 5/(nk)), we have,

z>αA−1∆y ≥ c10µ̄
n

k

√
ln(k)− c9(µ̄

√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k), (100)

for some constant c10.

D.1 Proof of Lemma D.1
We will write A−1 = µ̄In + ∆Ainv, and split up the expression z>j A−1∆y into components
involving µ̄In, and components involving ∆Ainv. To bound the first term, we will use Hanson-
Wright, and to bound the second we will use Cauchy-Schwartz. Throughout the proof, we rely on the
concentration of the eigenvalues of A−1.

Next, we bound the first term (we set aside the constant µ̄ for now and deal with it later).

D.1.1 Bounds on zTj (yα − yβ)

Throughout this section, let j be a feature index distinct from α and β. Define the diagonal matrix
M ∈ Rn×n with diagonal entries given by:

Mii =

{
1, if ∆y[i] 6= 0

0, otherwise
. (101)

In other words, Mii is 1 only if training point i belongs to class α or β and is 0 otherwise. Thus for
each i ∈ [n], Mii ∼ Bernoulli(2/k) and are independent of each other. We introduce this matrix M
to ensure that our bound reflects the fact that most of the entries of ∆y are 0. In particular ∆y[i] 6= 0
only if point i belongs to class α or β and only contains roughly 2n/k non-zero entries.17 Note that
we have by definition,

zTj ∆y = zTj M∆y. (102)

Our strategy is to bound z>j M∆y for every typical realizationM of the random variable M using
the Hanson-Wright inequality. Subsequently, we will apply these bounds with high probability over
typical realizations of M that satisfy the Proposition below, which merely asserts that with high
probability, the number of 1s in ∆y is close to its expected value.

Proposition D.1. For δ ∈ (0, 1), with probability at least (1− 2e−
2nδ2

3k ), the trace of M is bounded
as:

(1− δ)2n

k
≤ ‖∆y‖22 = Tr(M) ≤ (1 + δ)

2n

k
. (103)

Proof. Note that Tr(M) is the sum of n i.i.d Bernoulli random variables with mean 2/k. The result
follows by application of the Chernoff bound.

Note that once we fix the realization M, the distributions of zj and ∆y will now have to be
conditioned on this realization and we need to deal with the modified distributions while applying the
Hanson-Wright inequality. In particular, once we know that a feature was not the winning feature, it
is no longer zero-mean.

17An alternative bounding technique that first converted z>
j ∆y to a quadratic form and applied Hanson-Wright

would be looser by a factor of
√
k if we did not introduce M.
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Now,

zTjM∆y =
∑
i

zj [i]Mii∆y[i] (104)

=
∑

i:Mii=1

zj [i]∆y[i] (105)

=
∑

i:Mii=1

(zj [i]− E[zj [i] |Mii = 1]) ∆y[i] +
∑

i:Mii=1

E[zj [i] |Mii = 1]∆y[i] (106)

=
∑

i:Mii=1

z̃j,M[i]∆y[i] +
∑

i:Mii=1

E[zj [i] |Mii = 1]∆y[i], (107)

where z̃j,M[i] is now a zero-mean random variable conditioned on the realizationM.

First, we bound the term
∑
i:Mii=1 z̃j,M[i]∆y[i]. We collect the elements corresponding to indices

whereMii = 1 into the vectors z′j,M and ∆y′M, which are both length Tr(M) (Figure 4 shows an
example of collecting elements). 

1
2
3
4
5


︸︷︷︸
z̃j,M

,


1
0
−1
1
0


︸ ︷︷ ︸

∆y

→

[
1
3
4

]
︸︷︷︸
z′j,M

,

[
1
−1
1

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸
∆y′M

Figure 4: An example of collecting elements at indices whereMii = 1 into smaller vectors of length
Tr(M). Recall that ∆y[i] 6= 0 iffMii = 0.

We can then express∑
i:Mii=1

z̃j,M[i]∆y[i] (108)

= (z′j,M)T∆y′M (109)

=
1

4

(
(z′j,M + ∆y′M)T ITr(M)(z

′
j,M + ∆y′M)− (z′j,M −∆y′M)T ITr(M)(z

′
j,M −∆y′M)

)
,

(110)

where we added and subtracted terms in the last equality.

We prove via the subsequent propositions that conditioned on the realization M, the entries of
z′j,M ±∆y′j,M are i.i.d. and sub-Gaussian with bounded norm. Thus, they satisfy the requirements
to apply the Hanson-Wright inequality from Rudelson and Vershynin [65] to bound the two quadratic
forms in the above expression (110).

Proposition D.2. Conditioned on the realizationM, z′j,M[i′] has sub-Gaussian norm at most 6.

Proof. Let i be the original index from which z′j,M[i′] was sampled.

If j > k, then z′j,M[i′] = z̃j,M[i] = zj [i] irrespective of the realization M because feature j is
not used in the comparison to determine the class label and is independent to yα and yβ (and thus
independent to M). Further, zj [i] is simply a Gaussian (and therefore sub-Gaussian with sub-Gaussian
norm ‖zj [i]‖ψ2

≤ 2. Here we use the definition of sub-Gaussian norm from (75) reproduced here for
convenience:

The sub-Gaussian norm of a random variable ξ is given by,

‖ξ‖ψ2
= inf
K>0

K (111)

s.t. E exp
(
ξ2/K2

)
≤ 2. (112)
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Otherwise, if j is one of the k features that define classes, since
z′j,M[i′] = z̃j,M[i] (113)

= zj [i]− E[zj [i] |Mii = 1], (114)
the triangle inequality states that

‖z̃j,M[i]‖ψ2
≤ ‖zj [i]‖ψ2

+ ‖E[zj [i] |Mii = 1]‖ψ2
. (115)

Note that the distribution of zj [i] conditioned on realization M is equivalent to the distribution
obtained by conditioning on the event Mii = 1. So it is sufficient to compute these sub-Gaussian
norms conditioned on the event Mii = 1.

We will first bound ‖zj [i]‖ψ2
. Let Ej be the event that zj [i] is the maximum out of the first k features,

and let Ecj be the complementary event.

First, without conditioning on Ej , we know by well-known results for the standard Gaussian that

E exp(zj [i]
2/5) =

√
5

3
≤ 4

3
. (116)

Using the law of iterated expectation we can relate this to the expectation conditioned on the events
Ej and Ecj , noting that P (Ej) = 1/k:

4

3
≥ E exp(zj [i]

2/5) (117)

= P (Ej)E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Ej) + P (Ecj )E exp(zj [i]

2/5|Ecj ) (118)

=
1

k
E exp(zj [i]

2/5|Ej) +
k − 1

k
E exp(zj [i]

2/5|Ecj ). (119)

Rearranging terms, we obtain,
k − 1

k
E exp(zj [i]

2/5|Ecj ) ≤ 4

3
− 1

k
E exp(zj [i]

2/5|Ej) (120)

=⇒ E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Ecj ) ≤ k

k − 1

(
4

3
− 1

k
E exp(zj [i]

2/5|Ej)
)

(121)

≤ k

k − 1
· 4

3
(122)

≤ 2, (123)

where in the second to last inequality we used the non-negativity of E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Ej) and in the

last equality we assumed k ≥ 3. We then have

E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Ecj ) =

∑
m 6=j

E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Ecj ∩ Em)P (Em | Ecj ) (124)

=
1

k − 1

∑
m6=j

E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Ecj ∩ Em) (125)

where the last equality follows by symmetry. Further by symmetry, all the terms in the above
summation that we are averaging are equal, so we can express it as an average of just the terms
corresponding to m = α and m = β, as follows:

(125) =
1

2
E exp(zj [i]

2/5|Ecj ∩ Eα) +
1

2
E exp(zj [i]

2/5|Ecj ∩ Eβ) (126)

= P (Eα | Ecj ∩ (Eα ∪ Eβ))E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Ecj ∩ Eα)

+ P (Eβ | Ecj ∩ (Eα ∪ Eβ))E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Ecj ∩ Eβ), (127)

again by symmetry. Since exactly one of Eα and Eβ are true when conditioned on Ecj ∩ (Eα ∪ Eβ),
we can rewrite the above as our desired expectation

(127) = E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Ecj ∩ (Eα ∪ Eβ)) (128)

= E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Eα ∪ Eβ) (129)

= E exp(zj [i]
2/5|Mii = 1), (130)
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since Mii = 1 is equivalent to the event Eα ∪ Eβ . Thus, conditioned on the event Mii = 1,
‖zj [i]‖ψ2

≤
√

5.

Next we consider ‖E[zj [i] | Mii = 1]‖ψ2
. By a similar argument to above, we have that E[zj [i] |

Mii = 1] = E[zj [i] | Ecj ], so we will focus on the second quantity instead. Bounds on the max of
Gaussians (Lemma C.3) state that:

0 < E[zj [i] | Ej ] ≤
√

2 log(k) (131)

=⇒ 0 > E[zj [i] | Ecj ] ≥ − 1

k − 1

√
2 log(k) ≥ −2 (132)

=⇒ exp

(
E[zj [i] | Ecj ]2

32

)
< 2. (133)

In the second last inequality we use the fact that the function f(k) =
∣∣√2 log k/(k − 1)

∣∣ is monoton-
ically decreasing in k and assumed k ≥ 3.

Thus, the (constant) random variable E[zj [i] |Mii = 1] is sub-Gaussian with parameter 3. So, by the
triangle inequality, conditioned on Mii = 1

‖z̃j,m[i]‖ψ2
≤ ‖zj [i]‖ψ2

+ ‖E[z̃j,m‖ψ2
(134)

≤
√

5 + 3 (135)
≤ 6. (136)

This completes the proof that conditioned on the realizationM, z′j,M[i′] is sub-Gaussian with norm
at most 6.

We can now prove our target result:

Proposition D.3. With probability at least (1− 6/(ndk)),∣∣z>j ∆y
∣∣ ≤ c6√n

k
·
√

log(ndk). (137)

for universal constant c6.

Proof. Our strategy will be to bound z>j ∆y = z>j M∆y for every typical realizationM of M that
satisfies Proposition D.1. Recall that for a given realizationM we have,

zTjM∆y =
∑

i:Mii=1

z̃j,M[i]∆y[i] +
∑

i:Mii=1

E[zj [i] |Mii = 1]∆y[i]. (138)

We will use Hanson-Wright to bound the first term, which we previously expressed in (110) as:∑
i:Mii=1

z̃j,M[i]∆y[i] (139)

=
1

4

(
(z′j,M + ∆y′M)T ITr(M)(z

′
j,M + ∆y′M)− (z′j,M −∆y′M)T ITr(M)(z

′
j,M −∆y′M)

)
.

(140)

By Proposition D.2, the sub-Gaussian conditions for the entries of z′j,m are satisfied. Further, ∆y′M
is bounded in [−1, 1], so ‖∆y′M‖ψ2

≤ 2. Thus, by the triangle inequality, the sub-Gaussian norm
of the entries of z′j,M ±∆y′M is bounded by K ≤ 6 + 2 = 8. Also note that conditioned on the
realizationM, z′j,M is zero-mean by construction and ∆y′M is zero-mean by symmetry between α
and β, so we can now apply the Hanson-Wright inequality to both terms.

We choose parameter

t =
K2

√
c

√
Tr(M)

√
log(ndk). (141)

where c is the constant from the Hanson-Wright result.
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So
t2

K4‖ITr(M)‖2F
=

1

c
log(ndk) (142)

t

K2‖ITr(M)‖op
=

1√
c

√
Tr(M)

√
log(ndk) >

1

c
log(ndk). (143)

The last inequality follows since with high probability Tr(M) = Θ(
√
n/k), by Proposition D.1,√

Tr(M)
√

log(ndk) = Θ(
√
n log(ndk)/k) grows faster than log(ndk).

Finally, note that:

E[(z′j,M)T∆y′M |M =M] =
∑

i:Mii=1

E[z̃j,M[i]∆y[i] |M =M] (144)

=
∑

i:Mii=1

E[z̃j,M[i]∆y[i] |Mii = 1] (145)

=
∑

i:Mii=1

1

2
E[z̃j,M[i] | ∆y[i] = 1]− 1

2
E[z̃j,M[i] | ∆y[i] = −1]

(146)
= 0, (147)

where the last equation follows by symmetry. Knowing which of zα[i] or zβ [i] was the maximum
does not change the conditional expectation of z̃j,M[i].

So, applying Hanson-Wright, with probability at least (1− 4/(ndk)) we have

−K
2

2
c5
√

Tr(M)
√

log(ndk) = − t
2
≤ z̃Tj,m∆y ≤ t

2
=
K2

2
c5
√

Tr(M)
√

log(ndk), (148)

where c5 = 1√
c
.

We next consider the second term
∑
i:Mii=1 E[zj [i] |Mii = 1]∆y[i] from (107) conditioned on the

realizationM. By an identical symmetry argument as for the previous term we have, 0 ≥ E[zj [i] |
Ecj ] = E[zj [i] | Mii = 1]. Then as a consequence of Lemma C.3 and using the fact that Mii = 1

implies zj [i] is not the maximum of k Gaussians we have, E[zj [i] | Ecj ] ≥ −2
√

log(k)/(k − 1). So
we can bound∣∣∣∣∣ ∑

i:Mii=1

E[zj [i] |Mii = 1]∆y[i]

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2
√

log(k)

k − 1

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
i:Mii=1

∆yi

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤ 2δ′
√

log(k)

k − 1
, (149)

with probability 1− 2e−δ
′2/(6·Tr(M)), by application of the Chernoff bound and using the fact that

conditioned on Mii = 1, ∆y[i] takes value ±1 with probability half by symmetry among features α
and β.

Next, we apply the high probability bounds above on typical realizations M. In particular, we
substitute bounds on Tr(M) from (103) from Proposition D.1 with δ = 1/2 into (149), and set
δ′ =

√
6(1 + δ)(n/k) log(ndk). Then e−δ

′2/(6·Tr(M)) ≤ 1/(ndk) and e−
2nδ2

3k < 1/(ndk), so
using the union bound we have with probability at least (1− 4/(ndk)− 1/(ndk)− 1/(ndk)),∣∣zTj ∆y

∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
i:Mii=1

z̃j,M[i]∆y[i]

∣∣∣∣∣+

∣∣∣∣∣ ∑
i:Mii=1

E[zj [i] |Mii = 1]∆y[i]

∣∣∣∣∣ (150)

≤ K2

2
c5
√

1 + δ ·
√

2n

k
·
√

log(ndk) +
2
√

(1 + δ)(n/k) log(ndk)
√

log(k)

k − 1
(151)

≤ K2

2
c5
√

1 + δ ·
√

2n

k
·
√

log(ndk) +
2
√

(1 + δ)
√

log(k)

k − 1
·
√
n

k
·
√

log(ndk) (152)

≤ c6
√
n

k
·
√

log(ndk), (153)

for a suitable choice of c6.
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D.1.2 Bounds on z>j A−1(yα − yβ)

We can now prove bounds on our target quantity. We restate the lemma that we are trying to prove
below for convenience.

Lemma D.1. Let ∆y = yα − yβ . Let α, β, and j be distinct. Then, with probability at least
(1− 7/(ndk)), we have,∣∣z>j A−1∆y

∣∣ ≤ c7(µ̄

√
n

k
·
√

ln(ndk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k), (97)

for some constant c7.

Proof. We can rewrite

z>j A−1∆y = z>j (µ̄In + ∆Ainv) ∆y (154)

= µ̄z>j ∆y + z>j ∆Ainv∆y. (155)

Next we can bound
∣∣z>j ∆Ainv∆y

∣∣ simply as

|z>j ∆Ainv∆y| ≤ ‖zj‖2‖∆Ainv∆y‖2 (156)

≤ ‖∆Ainv‖op‖zj‖2‖∆y‖2 (157)
≤ ∆µ‖zj‖2‖∆y‖2, (158)

where we use the fact that ∆Ainv is a symmetric matrix and its 2-norm is its maximum absolute
eigenvalue. We obtain the eigenvalue bounds for ∆Ainv from Lemma B.1, holding with probability
at least 1− 2e−n.

So, by the triangle inequality, we have with probability at least (1− 6/(ndk)− 2e−n − 2e−
2nδ2

3k −
2e−nδ

2

)

∣∣z>j A−1∆y
∣∣ ≤ c6µ̄√n

k
·
√

ln(ndk) + ∆µ ·
√

(1 + δ)n ·
√

(1 + δ)
2n

k
. (159)

The first term follows from Proposition D.3, and the second from our bound on Tr(M) = ‖∆y‖22
from Proposition D.1, as well as an analogous application of the chi-squared bound (Lemma C.2) on
‖zj‖2.

The proof follows by setting δ to any value in (0, 1), choosing an appropriate constant c7, and noting
that for large enough n, 1/(ndk)� d1e

−d2n/k for any positive constants d1, d2.

D.2 Proof of Lemma D.2
Next we use a similar technique as in Appendix D.1 to bound z>αA−1∆y. We will write A−1 = µ̄In+
∆Ainv, and split up the expression z>αA−1∆y into components involving µ̄In, and components
involving ∆Ainv .

Proposition D.4. Consider two arbitrary length-n zero-mean vectors y and z whose components
each has sub-Gaussian norm at most K. With probability at least 1− 4/(nk) we have each of

z>y ≤ E[z>y] + 2c8
√
n ·
√

ln(nk) (160)

z>y ≥ E[z>y]− 2c8
√
n ·
√

ln(nk), (161)

for some universal constant c8.

Proof. The upper-bound follows as

z>y =
1

4

(
(z + y)>(z + y)− (z− y)>(z− y)

)
(162)

≤ E[z>y] +
K2

2
√
c

√
n ·
√

lnnk, (163)
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with probability at least (1 − 4/(nk)), where we apply the Hanson-Wright inequality to each of
the quadratic terms with t = K2

√
c

√
n
√

ln(nk) and use the fact that, letting M = In, ‖M‖2F =

n, ‖M‖op = 1. The lower-bound can be obtained analogously, and an appropriate choice of c8
completes the proof.

From this, we can now prove Lemma D.2, restated below for convenience:

Lemma D.2. Let ∆y = yα − yβ . With probability at least (1− 5/(nk)), we have each of

z>αA−1∆y ≤ µ̄(E[z>αyα]− E[z>αyβ ]) + c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k) (98)

z>αA−1∆y ≥ µ̄(E[z>αyα]− E[z>αyβ ])− c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k), (99)

for some constant c9.

Proof. We have

z>αA−1(yα − yβ) = z>α (µ̄In + ∆Ainv) (yα − yβ) (164)

= µ̄z>α (yα − yβ) + z>α∆Ainv(yα − yβ) (165)

= µ̄z>α (yα − yβ) + z>α∆Ainv(y
oh
α − yohβ ). (166)

We again simply bound

|z>α∆Ainv∆y| ≤ ‖zj‖2‖∆Ainv∆y‖2 (167)
≤ ‖∆Ainv‖op‖zα‖2‖∆y‖2 (168)
≤ ∆µ‖zα‖2‖∆y‖2 (169)

≤ ∆µ ·
√

(1 + δ)n ·
√

(1 + δ)
2n

k
(170)

= ∆µ(1 + δ)
√

2
n√
k
, (171)

with probability (1−2e−nδ
2−2e−

2nδ2

3k ), using chi-squared bounds for zα (Lemma C.2) and Chernoff
bounds for ∆y (Proposition D.1).

With probability (1− 2e−nδ
2 − 2e−

2nδ2

3k ), we get each of

zTαA−1(yα − yβ) ≤ µ̄zTα(yα − yβ) + ∆µ(1 + δ)
√

2
n√
k

(172)

zTαA−1(yα − yβ) ≥ µ̄zTα(yα − yβ)−∆µ(1 + δ)
√

2
n√
k
. (173)

By applying Proposition D.4 on the relevant terms, setting δ to be an arbitrary value in (0, 1), and
choosing an appropriate constant c9, we obtain with probability (1− 5/(nk)) each of

zTαA−1(yα − yβ) ≤ µ̄(E[zTαyα]− E[zTαyβ ]) + c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µn/
√
k) (174)

zTαA−1(yα − yβ) ≥ µ̄(E[zTαyα]− E[zTαyβ ])− c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µn/
√
k). (175)

The probability comes from the union bound (1− 2e−nδ
2 − 2e−

2nδ2

3k − 4/(nk)) ≥ 1− 5/(nk) (for
sufficiently large n).

D.3 Proof of Corollary D.2.1
We claim the following bound:

Proposition D.5. Bounds on E[z>αyα].

1√
π ln 2

· n
k
·
√

ln k ≤ E[z>αyα] ≤
√

2 · n
k
·
√

ln k (176)
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Proof.

E[z>αyα] = E[z>αyohα ]− E[z>α
1

c
1] (177)

= E[z>αyohα ] (178)

= n
(
E[zα,iy

oh
α,i|yohα,i = 1]P (yohα,i = 1) + E[zα,iy

oh
α,i|yohα,i = 0]P (yohα,i = 0)

)
(179)

=
n

k
E[zα,i|yohα,i = 1]. (180)

So the desired bound follows from the bounds in Lemma C.3.

We can obtain a similar bound for when β 6= α:

Proposition D.6. Bounds on E[z>αyβ ].

−
√

2 · n
k
· 1

k − 1
·
√

ln k ≤ E[z>αyβ ] ≤ − 1√
π ln 2

· n
k
· 1

k − 1
·
√

ln k (181)

Proof. Observe that,

E[z>αyβ ] = E[z>αyohβ ]− E[z>α
1

k
1] (182)

= E[z>αyohβ ]− 1

k
E[zα]>1 (183)

= E[z>αyohβ ] (184)

=
∑
i

E[zα,iy
oh
β,i] (185)

= n
(
E[zα,iy

oh
β,i|yohβ,i = 1]P (yohβ,i = 1) + E[zα,iy

oh
β,i|yohβ,i = 0]P (yohβ,i = 1)

)
(186)

=
n

k
E[zα,i|yohβ,i = 1] (187)

Now, observe that

E[zα,i|yohα,i = 0] =
∑
β 6=α

E[zα,i|yohβ,i = 1] Pr(yβ,i = 1 | yohα,i = 0) (188)

=
1

k − 1

∑
β 6=α

E[zα,i|yohβ,i = 1] (189)

= E[zα,i|yohβ,i = 1] (190)

for a particular β, by symmetry over the possible β.

Next we bound E[zα,i|yohα,i = 0] as follows:

E[zα,i|yohα,i = 1]P (yohα,i = 1)

+ E[zα,i|yohα,i = 0]P (yohα,i = 0) = E[zα,i] = 0 (191)

=⇒ E[zα,i|yohα,i = 0]
k − 1

k
= −E[zα,i|yohα,i = 1]

1

k
(192)

=⇒ E[zα,i|yohα,i = 0] = −E[zα,i|yohα,i = 1]
1

k − 1
(193)

Thus, substituting in the results from Lemma C.3, and plugging back into (187), we obtain

−
√

2 · n
k
· 1

k − 1
·
√

ln k ≤ E[z>αyβ ] ≤ − 1√
π ln 2

· n
k
· 1

k − 1
·
√

ln k, (194)

the desired result.

We can now prove Corollary D.2.1, which we restate below for convenience:
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Corollary D.2.1. Let ∆y = yα − yβ . With probability at least (1− 5/(nk)), we have,

z>αA−1∆y ≥ c10µ̄
n

k

√
ln(k)− c9(µ̄

√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k), (100)

for some constant c10.

Proof. This follows by substituting the lower bound from (176) in Proposition D.5 and the upper
bound from (181) in Proposition D.6 into (99) from Lemma D.2, making an appropriate choice for
c10.

E Misclassification Events: Proof of Lemmas used in Theorem 5.1
With the previous section’s utility bounds that allow us to deal with multiclass training data in hand,
we are in a position to establish all the lemmas that we need to analyze misclassification.

E.1 Proof of Lemma B.2: Lower bound on minβ(Xα −Xβ)

With these bounds in hand, we can look at each misclassification event in turn. The first event to
consider is if the best competing feature is unusually close to the true (maximum) feature.

Lemma B.2. (Lower bound on the closest feature margin as k → ∞): For any constant ε > 0,
there exists a constant θ such that, for sufficiently large k with probability at least (1− ε),

min
β:1≤β 6=α≤k

(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) ≥ θ√
2 ln(k)

. (46)

Here, α is fixed and corresponds to the index of the true class — i.e. α corresponds to the index of the
maximum feature among the first k features.

Proof. The following result from [34] whose proof we reproduce here18, enables us to bound the
closest feature margin as:

Pr(min
β

(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) > θ/
√

2 ln(k)) ≥ c11e−θ, (195)

for some universal positive constant c11, for sufficiently large k. Thus, by selecting a constant θ such
that c11e−θ = 1− ε and choosing a sufficiently large k, we have that with probability (1− ε):

min
β

(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) ≥ θ/
√

2 ln k. (196)

The proof [34] is reproduced below, with slight adaptations to match our use-case: Let β be the index
of the largest competing feature to xtest[α]. Then, their joint PDF becomes

f(xtest[β], xtest[α]) = k(k − 1)F (xtest[β])k−2f(xtest[β])f(xtest[α])1(xtest[β] < xtest[α]).
(197)

where F and f are the CDF and PDF of the standard Gaussian. Let

x =
θ√

2 ln(k)
. (198)

Thus,

Pr (xtest[α]− xtest[β] > x) = k(k − 1)J, (199)

where J is defined as

J =

∫ ∞
−∞

∫ ∞
x

F (w)k−2f(w)f(v + w) dv dw (200)

=

∫ ∞
−∞

F (w)k−2f(w)

(∫ ∞
x

f(v + w) dv

)
dw (201)

=

∫ ∞
−∞

F (w)k−2f(w)(1− F (x+ w)) dw. (202)

18We do this for the convenience of the reviewers since the source we are citing is a URL online. We believe
that this is in the spirit of fair use.
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Substituting u = F (w), we have that

J =

∫ 1

0

uk−2(1− F (x+ F−1(u))) du (203)

=

∫ 1−ln(k)2/k

0

uk−2(1− F (x+ F−1(u))) du+

∫ 1−1/(k ln(k))

1−ln(k)2/k
uk−2(1− F (x+ F−1(u))) du

+

∫ 1

1−1/(k ln(k))

uk−2(1− F (x+ F−1(u))) du, (204)

splitting [0, 1] into three intervals, and integrating separately over each one. Let the three integrals be
J1, J2, and J3.

We have that

J1 =

∫ 1−ln(k)2/k

0

uk−2(1− F (x+ F−1(u))) du (205)

≤
∫ 1−ln(k)2/k

0

uk−2 du (206)

≤ (1− ln(k)2/k)k−2 (207)

≤ exp

(
−k − 2

k
ln(k)2

)
(208)

= o

(
1

k2

)
. (209)

Similarly,

J3 =

∫ 1

1−1/(k ln(k))

uk−2(1− F (x+ F−1(u))) du (210)

=

∫ 1

1−1/(k ln(k))

uk−2(1− F (F−1(u))) du (211)

≤
∫ 1

1−1/(k ln(k))

uk−2(1− u) du (212)

≤ 1

k ln(k)

∫ 1

1−1/(k ln(k))

uk−2 du (213)

= o

(
1

k2

)
. (214)

Finally, in the intermediate interval u ∈ [1 − ln(k)2/k, 1 − 1/(k ln(k))], as k → ∞, we see that
u ≥ (1− ln(k)2/k)→ 1, x→ 0, and F−1(u)→∞, so for sufficiently large k,

1− F (x+ F−1(u)) ' f(x+ F−1(u))

x+ F−1(u)
(215)

' f(x+ F−1(u))

F−1(u)
(216)

' f(F−1(u))

F−1(u)
e−xF

−1(u) (217)

' (1− F (F−1(u)))e−xF
−1(u) (218)

' (1− u)e−xF
−1(u), (219)

applying the well-known approximation for the Gaussian CCDF 1− F (w) ≈ f(w)/w for large w
(for example, see Eqn. 8.2.38 from Gallager [27]), and substituting in the Gaussian PDF.
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Further, since F−1(u)→∞, we have that

1− F (F−1(u)) ' f(F−1(u))

F−1(u)
(220)

=⇒ 1− u ' e−(F
−1(u))2/2

F−1(u)
√

2π
(221)

' e−(F
−1(u))2/(2+o(1)) (222)

=⇒ F−1(u) '
√
−2 ln(1− u) (223)

'
√

2 ln(k), (224)

where the last step follows from the bounds on u in the intermediate interval.

Substituting the bounds from (219) and (224) into the expression for J2, and applying the definition
of x from (198), we have,

J2 '
∫ 1−1/(k ln(k))

1−ln(k)2/k
uk−2(1− F (x+ F−1(u))) du (225)

'
∫ 1−1/(k ln(k))

1−ln(k)2/k
uk−2(1− u)e−xF

−1(u) du (226)

'
∫ 1−1/(k ln(k))

1−ln(k)2/k
uk−2(1− u)e−(θ/

√
2 ln(k))

√
2 ln(k) du (227)

'
∫ 1−1/(k ln(k))

1−ln(k)2/k
uk−2(1− u)e−θ du (228)

' e−θ
[
uk−1

k − 1
− uk−2

k − 2

]1−1/(k ln(k))

1−ln(k)2/k
(229)

' e−θ

(k − 1)(k − 2)
. (230)

Combining the terms from (209), (214), and (230), and substituting back into (199), we see that

Pr (xtest[α]− xtest[β] > x) = k(k − 1)J (231)
= k(k − 1)(J1 + J2 + J3) (232)

' k(k − 1)

(
e−θ

(k − 1)(k − 2)
+ o

(
1

k2

))
(233)

' e−θ. (234)

Expressing this as a non-asymptotic lower-bound on the probability, holding for sufficiently large k,
yields the cited result in (195).

Lemma B.3. (Lower bound on the closest feature margin when k is constant): If k = ck for some
fixed constant ck, for any constant ε > 0, there exists a constant ε′ > 0 such that

Pr

(
min

β,γ:1≤β 6=γ≤ck
|xtest[β]− xtest[γ]| ≥ ε′

)
≥ 1− ε. (47)

Thus, with probability at least (1− ε),

min
β:1≤β 6=α≤k

(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) ≥ ε′. (48)

Here, α is fixed and corresponds to the index of the true class — i.e. α corresponds to the index of the
maximum feature among the first k features.
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Proof. Observe that,
min

1≤β 6=α≤ck
(xtest[α]− xtest[β]) ≥ min

1≤β 6=γ≤ck
|xtest[β]− xtest[γ]| . (235)

In other words, rather than bounding the margin between the largest and second-largest features, we
will lower-bound the absolute difference between any pair of features.

Consider a particular (β, γ) tuple. Observe that xtest[β]− xtest[γ] ∼ N(0, 2), since each feature is
drawn independently from a standard Gaussian. For any ε′ > 0, we can upper-bound

Pr (|xtest[β]− xtest[γ]| ≤ ε′) ≤ ε′√
π

(236)

by taking the product of the maximum value of the Gaussian pdf and the width, 2ε′, of the region we
are interested in. Taking the union bound across all (β, γ) tuples, we find that

Pr

(
min

1≤β 6=γ≤ck
|xtest[β]− xtest[γ]| ≤ ε′

)
≤ c2kε

′
√
π
. (237)

So for any given ε > 0, we can choose ε′ = ε
√
π/c2k, and have that

Pr

(
min

1≤β 6=γ≤ck
|xtest[β]− xtest[γ]| ≥ ε′

)
≥ 1− ε. (238)

E.2 Lower bound on λĥα,β [α]
maxβ CNα,β

Next, we will find a lower bound for survival-contamination ratio within the regime with low survival
variance.

Lemma B.4. (Lower bound on relative survival of true feature): For any fixed β ∈ [k], β 6= α,
with λα = λβ = λ we have with probability at least (1− 5/(nk)),

λĥα,β [α] ≥ λ
(
c10µ̄

n

k

√
ln(k)− c9(µ̄

√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)
)
, (49)

for universal positive constants c9 and c10.

Proof. Using Corollary D.2.1, we lower bound ĥα,β [α] with probability at least (1− 5/(nk)) as

ĥα,β [α] = λ−1/2α (f̂α[α]− f̂β [α]) (239)

= z>αA−1yα − z>αA−1yβ (240)

≥ c10µ̄
n

k

√
ln(k)− c9(µ̄

√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k). (241)

Multiplying through by λ gives the desired result.

From the above result, under the scalings of our bi-level model we obtain:

Corollary B.4.1. Under the bi-level ensemble model 4.2, for any fixed β ∈ [k], β 6= α, λα = λβ = λ
if t < 1/2, t < 2(q + r − 1) and 1 < q + r < (p+ 1)/2, with probability at least (1− 5/(nk)),

λĥα,β [α] ≥ c12n1−q−r−t
√

ln(k), (50)
for universal positive constant c12.

Proof. Substituting our asymptotic scalings into the results from Lemma B.4 and using the decay
rate of µ̄ � n−p from Corollary C.1.1 (which we can do since 1 < q + r < (p+ 1)/2), we find that

λĥα,β [α] ≥ np−q−r
(
c10µ̄

n

k

√
ln(k)− c9(µ̄

√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)
)

(242)

= c10n
1−q−r−t

√
ln(k)− c9n1/2−q−r

√
ln(nk)− c9n2−2q−2r−t/2 (243)

≥ c12nmax(1−q−r−t,2−2q−2r−t/2)
√

ln(k) (244)

= c12n
1−q−r−t+max(0,1−q−r+t/2)

√
ln(k) (245)

≥ c12n1−q−r−t
√

ln(k), (246)
for an appropriately chosen universal constant c12 and sufficiently large n.
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Next we upper bound maxβ CNα,β .

Lemma B.5. (Upper bound on contamination): For any fixed β ∈ [k], β 6= α, with probability at
least (1− 7/(nk)),

CNα,β ≤ c7(µ̄

√
n

k
·
√

ln(ndk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)
√∑

λ2j , (51)

for universal positive constant c7.

Proof. For each β we have,

CNα,β =

√√√√√
 ∑
j /∈{α,β}

λ2j (ĥβ,α[j])2

 (247)

For j /∈ {α, β}, by Lemma D.1,∣∣∣ĥβ,α[j]
∣∣∣ =

∣∣∣ĥα,β [j]
∣∣∣ (248)

=
∣∣∣f̂j − ĝj∣∣∣ (249)

=
∣∣z>j A−1yα − z>j A−1yβ

∣∣ (250)

=
∣∣z>j A−1(yα − yβ)

∣∣ (251)

≤ c7(µ̄

√
n

k
·
√

ln(ndk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k), (252)

with probability 1− 7/(ndk).

So taking the union bound over all d − 2 terms in the expression for the contamination, we can
upper-bound it as

CNα,β ≤ c7(µ̄

√
n

k
·
√

ln(ndk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)
√∑

λ2j , (253)

with probability (1− 7/(nk)), the desired result.

Corollary B.5.1. Under the bi-level model 4.2, in the regime 1 < q+r < (p+1)/2, with probability
at least (1− 7/(nk)),

CNα,β ≤ c13n(1−t−p)/2+max(0,3/2−q−r)+max(0,p/2−q−r/2)
√

ln(ndk), (52)

for universal positive constant c13.

Proof. Since 1 < q + r < (p+ 1)/2, we can apply Corollary C.1.1 to the result from Lemma B.5
and substitute in the known scalings of various terms, to obtain

CNα,β ≤ c7(n1/2−t/2−p
√

ln(ndk) + c4n
2−p−q−r−t/2)(np−q−r/2 + np/2) (254)

≤ c13n(1−t−p)/2+max(0,3/2−q−r)+max(0,p/2−q−r/2)
√

ln(ndk), (255)

for an appropriately chosen universal positive constant c13.

E.3 Proof of Lemma B.6: Bounds on Survival Variance
Finally, we look at the error event where a competing feature has unusually high survival relative to
the true feature, so it is incorrectly selected.
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Lemma B.6. (Upper bound on survival variance): For any fixed competing feature β ∈ [k], β 6= α
with λα = λβ , we have with probability at least (1− 15/(nk)),

ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]
≤

2c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)

c10µ̄
n
k

√
ln(k)− c9(µ̄

√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)
, (53)

for universal positive constants c9 and c10.

Proof. We first consider the numerator of the LHS of (53). By Lemma D.2, with probability at least
(1− 5/(nk)),

ĥα,β [α] = λ−1/2α (f̂α[α]− f̂β [α]) (256)

= z>αA−1yα − z>αA−1yβ (257)

≤ µ̄(E[z>αyα]− E[z>αyβ ]) + c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k). (258)

Similarly, with probability at least (1− 5/(nk)),

ĥβ,α[β] = λ
−1/2
β (f̂β [β]− f̂α[β]) (259)

= z>β A−1yβ − z>β A−1yα (260)

≥ µ̄(E[z>β yβ ]− E[z>β yα])− c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k). (261)

By symmetry,
E[z>β yβ ] = E[z>αyα] (262)

E[z>β yα] = E[z>αyβ ]. (263)

Thus with probability at least (1− 10/(nk)),

ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β] ≤ 2c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k). (264)

Using Corollary D.2.1 to lower-bound the denominator of the LHS of (53), we obtain with probability
at least (1− 15/(nk))

ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]
≤

2c9(µ̄
√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)

c10µ̄
n
k

√
ln(k)− c9(µ̄

√
n
√

ln(nk) + ∆µ · n/
√
k)
. (265)

We can apply Corollary C.1.1 to simplify our results from Lemma B.6 in the asymptotic regime for
the bi-level model.

Corollary B.6.1. Under the bi-level ensemble model 4.2, for any fixed β ∈ [k], β 6= α, if t < 1/2,
t < 2(q + r − 1), and 1 < q + r < (p+ 1)/2, with probability at least (1− 15/(nk)),

ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]
< n−u, (54)

for large enough n for some fixed u > 0.

Proof. Substituting, using Corollary C.1.1, in the regime where 1 < q + r < (p+ 1)/2 and t < 1/2,
we find that

ĥα,β [α]− ĥβ,α[β]

ĥα,β [α]
≤

2c9(n1/2−p
√

ln(nk) + c4n
2−p−q−r−t/2)

c10n1−p−t
√

ln(k)− c9(n1/2−p
√

ln(nk) + c4n2−p−q−r−t/2)
(266)

≤ 2c9
c10
·

n1/2
√

ln(nk) + c4n
2−q−r−t/2

n1−t − (c9/c10)n1/2
√

ln(n) + (c9 · c4/c10)n2−q−r−t/2
(267)

≤ c14
n1/2

√
ln(nk) + n2−q−r−t/2

n1−t
(268)

≤ c14nmax(t−1/2,t/2+1−q−r)
√

ln(nk), (269)
for sufficiently large n and an appropriate choice of positive constant c14. Thus, if max(t−1/2, t/2+
1− q − r) < 0, our quantity of interest tends to zero at a polynomial rate as n→∞, completing the
proof.
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F Conjectured Looseness of Bound
In (156) in the proof of Lemma D.1, we upper bound z>j ∆Ainv∆y using the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality as

|z>j ∆Ainv∆y| ≤ ‖zj‖2‖∆Ainv∆y‖2 (270)

≤ ‖∆Ainv‖op‖zj‖2‖∆y‖2 (271)
≤ ∆µ‖zj‖2‖∆y‖2. (272)

This results in a high-probability bound of the order ∆µn/
√
k. Essentially this bound fears that

∆Ainv can, in worst case, align zj and ∆y to be in the same direction. However, since there is only a
weak dependence between ∆Ainv and zj and ∆y this bound is likely overly cautious. We conjecture
that this bound is loose by a factor

√
n. Why do we conjecture this? If we ignored the dependency

of ∆Ainv on zj and ∆y and blindly applied the Hanson-Wright inequality (with the M matrix
introduced as in Appendix D.1.1 to leverage the fact that ∆y is mostly zeros) then we would obtain a
high-probability upper bound of the form ∆µ

√
n/k (ignoring the logarithmic factors).

Assuming this tighter conjectured bound holds and similarly assuming an analogously tighter bound
for
∣∣z>α∆Ainv∆y

∣∣ in Appendix D.2 and following through with the rest of our analysis, we obtain
the conjectured sufficient conditions for good generalization as in Equation (23) from Conjecture 6.1
for the regime q + r > 1.

It turns out that whenever the survival/contamination ratio grows at a polynomial rate nv for v > 0
then the survival variation term also shrinks at a polynomial rate n−u for u > 0. Thus ensuring the
survival/contamination ratio is large enough (i.e. the number of classes is not too large relative to the
level of favoring of potentially true features) is key to obtaining good generalization.

Although we focus on the regime q + r > 1 in our work, our proof technique is also applicable to the
regime q + r < 1, i.e where regression works and by grinding through the math for this setting we
should be able to get sufficient conditions for good generalization here as well.

Finally, we believe that we can adapt our analysis from the Proof of Theorem 5.1 in Appendix B to
write a set of sufficient conditions for poor generalization. The primary condition for this would be
for the relevant survival/contamination ratio to go to zero. We conjecture that computing conditions
on p, q, r, t under which this occurs results in the converse result in the form of sufficient conditions
for poor generalization present in Conjecture 6.1. Intuitively, if the survival/contamination ratio goes
to zero, then the contamination can with significant probability flip the sign of a comparison involving
the score that should be winning — this parallels the way that the converse is proved in Muthukumar
et al. [56] for binary classification.

G Scaling parameters with the number of positive training examples per
class

From our results in Figure 2 we observed that as the number of classes k increases (i.e. larger values
of t), the region where multiclass classification generalizes well shrinks. A justification for this is
when the number of classes k increases while the number of training points n stays constant, we have
fewer positive training examples from each class, and this makes the task harder.

To see if the reduced number of positive training examples is indeed the dominant effect, we can
explore what happens if we increase the number of total training points to compensate for this effect?
Instead of scaling all parameters with the total number of training points, what happens if we scale
them with the number of positive training examples per class?

Let N = nb be the new number of training points for some b > 1, while rest of the parameters in the
bi-level model scale as before. We have,

N = nb (273)

d = np = Np/b (274)

s = nr = Nr/b (275)

a = n−q = N−q/b (276)

k = ckn
−t = ckN

−t/b. (277)
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We can interpret this as our standard setup, albeit parameterized by N , rather than n. To keep the
model well-defined we require the following:

• b < p, to ensure we are still overparameterized;

• r < b, to ensure the number of favored features does not exceed the total number of training
points;

• q < p− r to ensure we are actually favoring the first s features.

For this setup, Theorem 5.1 states that the probability of misclassification tends to zero if

t

b
< min

(
r

b
, 1− r

b
,
p

b
+ 1− 2

(q
r

+
r

b

)
,
p

b
− 2,

2q

b
+
r

b
− 2

)
(278)

q

b
+
r

b
> 1. (279)

Rearranging, we obtain the condition

t < min(r, b− r, p+ b− 2(q + r), p− 2b, 2q + r − 2b) (280)
q + r > b. (281)

To hold the number of training samples per class fixed we can set b = t+1, so the ratio N/k becomes
constant. Doing so, we obtain the following sufficient conditions for good generalization:

t < min

(
r,
p− 2

3
,

2q + r − 2

3

)
(282)

0 < 1− r (283)
0 < p+ 1− 2(q + r) (284)
t < q + r − 1. (285)

Additionally for the model to be well defined we require t < p− 1. (The other conditions r < t+ 1
and q < p − r for model to be well defined are automatically satisfied if the above conditions for
good generalization are satisfied).

If we assume Conjecture 6.1 then a set of sufficient conditions for good generalization is:

0 ≤ p+ 1− 2(q + r) (286)
r < 1 (287)
t < r (288)
t < p− 1. (289)

The first two conditions must be satisfied for binary classification problem to generalize well and
thus for multi-class classification to succeed in this setting we need to ensure binary classification
succeeds. The condition t < r arises because if we don’t favor the features used in the comparison
while assigning class labels then we have no hope of succeeding in overparameterized settings. The
condition t < p− 1 ensures that the problem is overparameterized. If any of these conditions is not
met then the probability of classification error will tend to 1.

Figure 5 visualizes the conjectured regimes for this alternative setup where the number of positive
training examples per class is held fixed as we vary the number of classes for fixed values of p and
q. In the white region, our model is not well defined. Note that in subfigure (a), the limiting factor
to the model being well defined is the inequality r < 1 + t (we must have more training examples
than favored features) while in subfigure (b), the limiting factor for the model being well defined in
the right-hand boundary is the inequality r < p− q (we must put a larger weight on the features we
favor as compared to those that we do not favor). In subfigure(b) we see that the top boundary for
the model being well defined is the inequality t < p− 1 which is necessary for the problem to be
overparameterized and support the existence of interpolating solutions. Further, the right-hand bound
for good generalization in subfigure (a) corresponds to the inequality r < 1 while in subfigure (b) it
corresponds to p + 1 > 2(q + r). The left-hand boundary for good generalization in both figures
is the inequality t < r, which reflects the fact that for MNI-based classification to succeed, all the
features defining the classes must be favored.
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Figure 5: Visualization of the conjectured bi-level classification regimes when we scale everything
with the number of positive training examples per class, instead of with the total number of training
points.

It is interesting to note that when we add more training points so as to increase the number of
positive examples, we are effectively decreasing the level of overparameterization in the problem.
We know from Nakkiran [58] that adding training data in a way that reduces overparameterization
can sometimes make performance worse instead of better. However, in the deeply overparameterized
setting of the bi-level models explored here, this effect is counteracted by the survival benefits of
having more positive examples — in effect, reducing the overall level of overparameterization reduces
the shrinkage induced by the regularizing effect of overparameterization. This reduction in shrinkage
compensates for the 1

k hit to survival induced by the larger number of classes.
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H Additional related work
H.1 Comparisons to Wang et al. [77]
While our work has many similarities with Wang et al. [77] in terms of model and problem setting,
there are some key differences.

The first key difference is in how the training data is generated. In this paper, we assume the true
label of a point is generated based on which of the first k dimensions is the largest, while Wang et al.
[77] consider a Gaussian mixture model and a multinomial logistic model where the true labels have
some randomness even conditioned on the first k dimensions. Like us, however, they also consider
the case of orthogonal classes.

Second, we consider the asymptotic case where the number of classes, k, scales with the number
of training points as k = cnt for some positive integer c and non-negative real t. The work in
Wang et al. [77] considers only the finite classes setting i.e. t = 0 in our model. The error analysis
technique employed by us here in the form of a typicality-style argument featuring the feature margin
(difference between the largest and second largest feature) is much tighter than the method employed
in Wang et al. [77] and allows us to compute regimes where multiclass classification succeeds even
when t > 0. A straight substitution into the analysis from Wang et al. [77] does not work since that
analysis is too loose for this setting. Furthermore, in our expressions for survival and contamination
(Lemmas B.4 and B.5) we compute an exact dependence on k.19 The expressions from Wang et al.
[77] don’t compute this exact dependence because it is not required for their purposes. By using our
novel analysis technique we are able to elucidate the challenges posed by fewer positive training
examples per class in the multiclass setting and provide sufficient conditions for generalization when
number of classes scales with the number of training points.

An equivalence between the solution obtained by minimum-`2-norm interpolation on the adjusted
zero-mean one-hot encoded labels that we perform in our approach (9) and the solution obtained by
other training methods has been established in [77]. In particular the minimum-norm interpolating
solution is typically identical to the solution obtained via one-vs-all SVM and multi-class SVM
(and thus gradient descent on cross-entropy loss due to its implicit bias [36, 68], under sufficient
overparameterization. From Wang et al. [77], the sufficient conditions for the equivalence of solutions
are, ∑n

j=1 λj

λ1
> C1k

2n ln(kn), (290)

(
∑n
j=1 λj)

2∑n
j=1 λ

2
j

> C2(ln(kn) + n), (291)

where C1, C2 are positive constants. Under our bi-level model (Definition 4.2) these conditions
translate to:

q + r > 2t+ 1, (292)
2p−max(2p− 2q − r, p) > 1, (293)

which can be rearranged to give us the condition in (24). Figure 3 from Section 6 illustrates this
regime, as well as how it relates to our results.

H.2 Comparisons to Muthukumar et al. [56]
The work in Muthukumar et al. [56] provides an analysis of the binary classification and regression
problem with Gaussian features in the overparameterized regime and shows that binary classification
is easier than regression by proving the existence of a regime in a bi-level model where binary
classification generalizes well but regression does not. In this work we use a similar bi-level model
and the signal-processing inspired concepts of survival and contamination in our proofs but the nature
of the training data in the multiclass classification problem is the key challenge and complicates our

19In particular, our analysis here brings out the fact that multiclass training data becomes less informative
per training sample as the number of classes increases. This results in a 1

k
scaling term in survival and a 1√

k

scaling in contamination. It is this effect that makes it possible in some regimes for the contamination from other
favored features to dominate — whereas in the case of binary classification, it is always the contamination from
unfavored features that dominates.
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analysis considerably. Since the true class labels are generated by comparing k features, we no longer
have independence of the class label y with any of these features. This is relevant when we compute
bounds on the the term z>αA−1(yα−yβ) an integral part of our survival quantity (Equations (98),(99)
from Lemma D.2), since the Hanson-Wright inequality is no longer applicable directly as was the
case for the binary classification problem in prior work (Appendix D.3.1 of Muthukumar et al. [56]).
Working through these challenges, we prove that the multiclass problem is fundamentally different
from (and harder than) than the binary problem due to the effect of fewer informative samples
(positive training examples) per class. In particular we show via dominant terms from Lemmas B.6
and B.5 that, as we increase the number of classes k, survival shrinks as 1/k while contamination
shrinks only as 1/

√
k. Thus the survival/contamination ratio which plays a key role in the expression

for classification error decreases as 1/
√
k in the multiclass setting as we increase k. Thus, for good

generalization we need to ensure number of classes is not too large in addition to having sufficient
favoring of true features.
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