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The double descent phenomenon challenges traditional statistical learning theory by revealing scenarios
where larger models do not necessarily lead to reduced performance on unseen data. While this counterin-
tuitive behavior has been observed in a variety of classical machine learning models, particularly modern neural
network architectures, it remains elusive within the context of quantum machine learning. In this work, we ana-
lytically demonstrate that quantum learning models can exhibit double descent behavior by drawing on insights
from linear regression and random matrix theory. Additionally, our numerical experiments on quantum kernel
methods across different real-world datasets and system sizes further confirm the existence of a test error peak,
a characteristic feature of double descent. Our findings provide evidence that quantum models can operate in
the modern, overparameterized regime without experiencing overfitting, thereby opening pathways to improved
learning performance beyond traditional statistical learning theory.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent progress in machine learning (ML) has significantly
enhanced data-driven insights across science and industry. At
the same time, there is growing interest in understanding how
quantum computers can offer improvements in solving com-
putational problems in machine learning. This question is
central within the field of quantum machine learning (QML),
which seeks to harness quantum effects for learning from
data [1–6]. Researchers have identified specific learning prob-
lems for which QML could potentially outperform their clas-
sical counterparts [7–12]. However, while similarities and dif-
ferences between QML and classical ML are continually be-
ing elucidated [13–17], a critical distinction remains: classical
ML has demonstrated large-scale success in real-world appli-
cations, whereas QML has yet to achieve comparable practical
breakthroughs.

Understanding this gap requires deeper insight into the gen-
eralization properties of the models, i.e., their performance
on unseen data. Traditional statistical learning theory sug-
gests that increasing the so-called model complexity, typically
quantified by measures such as the number of trainable pa-
rameters, the VC dimension [18–20], among others [21], of-
ten leads to poor generalization. In this context, complex-
ity can include not only model-specific characteristics but
also broader factors, such as the size of the training dataset.
The behavior predicted by traditional learning theory is vi-
sualized as a U-shaped curve, where overly complex models
tend to memorize training data rather than capturing mean-
ingful patterns (Fig. 1(a)). However, empirical evidence from
deep learning over the past decade challenges this notion.
Large neural networks often exhibit improved generaliza-
tion at scale [22–27], contradicting the theoretically predicted
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trade-off between complexity and generalization (Fig. 1(b)).
A growing body of literature has sought to explain this sur-
prising behavior [28–38], attributing it in part to the so-called
double descent phenomenon.

Double descent describes a non-monotonic relationship be-
tween test error and model complexity. Initially, the test er-
ror follows the expected U-shaped curve but then, counterin-
tuitively, begins to decrease again as model complexity sur-
passes a critical threshold (Fig. 1(c)). This behavior marks
the transition from the underparameterized regime, where the
model lacks sufficient capacity to represent the data, to the
overparameterized regime, where the model has more param-
eters than necessary to fit the training dataset. Beyond this
threshold, as observed empirically, the test error often de-
creases asymptotically until it saturates. It is important to
note, however, that there is no guarantee of achieving satu-
ration below the minimum of the U-shaped curve. These in-
sights naturally motivate the research question central to our
work (Fig. 1(d)): Will quantum machine learning models ex-
hibit double descent behavior?

In this work, we provide a theoretical analysis of double de-
scent for quantum models. By leveraging the fact that quan-
tum models act linearly in their corresponding Hilbert space,
we derive an expression for the test error, building on insights
from Ref. [38]. Using random matrix theory, we analytically
demonstrate that, in the asymptotic limit and under reasonable
assumptions about the data distribution, the test error peaks at
the interpolation threshold as the quantum model transitions
from underparameterization to overparameterization, a key
feature of the double descent phenomenon. We further test our
theoretical findings with numerical experiments on quantum
kernels, conducted on several datasets, including real-world
data, for varying system sizes and different families of quan-
tum feature maps. Consequently, our results confirm that cer-
tain quantum models exhibit the characteristic double descent
behavior.

To the best of our knowledge, this work represents the first
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(a) Traditional learning theory:
U-shaped curve

(b) Deep learning: improved
performance at scale

(c) Proposed explanation:
double descent

Quantum machine learning:
double descent?

(d) 

Figure 1. Conceptual overview of this work. (a) Traditional statistical learning theory predicts a U-shaped relationship between model
complexity and test error, where both overly simple and overly complex models have poor generalization. (b) Empirical observations in
deep learning challenge this view, showing that larger models often exhibit improved performance at scale, although the precise relationship
between complexity and error remains elusive. (c) The double descent phenomenon provides a theoretical and empirical explanation for this
behavior, highlighting a non-monotonic relationship between model complexity and test error. (d) This work investigates whether a similar
double descent behavior can emerge in quantum machine learning models, offering new insights into their generalization properties. The
x-axis represents a wide notion of complexity, including for example the size of the training set.

empirical and theoretical observation of double descent in
quantum models. Our findings provide a foundational per-
spective on this phenomenon, paving the way for further ex-
ploration into its implications for model performance and gen-
eralization in quantum machine learning.

II. RELATED CONCEPTS IN QML

The double descent phenomenon challenges the validity of
conclusions drawn from statistical learning theory, thereby
undermining the relevance of generalization bounds derived
from such framework. In a similar vein, Ref. [16] recently
revealed flaws in the prevalent approach to studying gener-
alization in QML, known as uniform generalization bounds.
These bounds are uniform over the entire set of functions the
learning model can output, regardless of the data distribution,
the learning algorithm, or the specific function selected by the
model. Earlier, Ref. [39] took a significant step away from
uniform generalization bounds by showcasing instances of be-
nign overfitting in QML. In particular, the authors identified
scenarios where quantum learning models could fit the train-
ing data perfectly while still performing well on new test data,
thus defying the traditional picture of statistical learning the-
ory.

A well-known obstacle to successful QML at scale has been
identified as exponential concentration of the functions output
by the learning model [40]. While exponential concentration
is often linked to problems in trainability [13], Ref. [41] re-
vealed that it can also adversely affect generalization. Specif-
ically, exponential concentration may manifest itself in quan-
tum feature maps suffering from a vanishing similarity prob-
lem [41], where the similarity measure between data points
becomes exponentially small as the number of qubits in-
creases. As a result, the number of measurement shots re-
quired to reliably evaluated the labeling function scales expo-
nentially, posing a significant hurdle for practical implemen-
tations. Our theoretical analysis diverges from this particular

challenge. We focus on the exact evaluation of the functions,
avoiding reliance on finite-shot approximations. This distinc-
tion places our approach on a different footing than the analy-
sis presented in Ref. [41].

Lastly, let us note that our work employs the standard no-
tion of overparameterization from classical machine learning
literature. This choice contrasts with the alternative defini-
tion presented in Ref. [42], which follows a different frame-
work. For further details on related and prior work, we refer
the reader to Appendix A.

III. LINEAR REGRESSION IN QUANTUM FEATURE
SPACE

In this section, we build upon the derivation presented in
Ref. [38] to analyze the double descent phenomenon in QML.
Specifically, we apply their framework to matrix-valued fea-
ture maps commonly encountered in QML. This allows us to
explore whether and how the double descent behavior mani-
fests in QML models.

In QML, classical data x is mapped into a quantum feature
space via a quantum feature map, denoted as ρ(x). This map-
ping is achieved via a unitary transformation:

x 7→ ρ(x) = S(x)ρ0S
†(x), (1)

where S(x) is a unitary operator parameterized by the data,
and ρ0 represents an initial n-qubit quantum state. A common
approach to constructing QML models involves considering
linear functions of the quantum feature state [14, 43]. In par-
ticular, the model function is given by:

f(x) = Tr{ρ(x)M}, (2)

where M ∈ Herm(2n) is a quantum observable, which de-
fines a hyperplane in quantum feature space. The function f
can be evaluated as the expectation value of a quantum mea-
surement specified by M. An example of such quantum lin-
ear models are Quantum Kernel Methods (QKMs), in which a
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kernel function that quantifies the similarity between quantum
feature states plays a central role in defining the model. The
inner product between two quantum feature states is referred
to as an Embedding Quantum Kernel (EQK) function [44–
47]:

κρ(x, x
′) = Tr{ρ(x)ρ(x′)}. (3)

EQKs can be used to find favorable observables M tailored to
specific tasks.

In the context of supervised learning, we consider labeled
data points (x, y) ∈ Rd ×R, where x represents the input and
y the corresponding label. Given a training set {(xi, yi)}Ni=1

of size N , our objective is to infer the underlying relation-
ship between inputs and labels. We consider quantum linear
models specified by a quantum feature map ρ using n qubits,
and denote by p the number of free parameters in the model.
The number of parameters is therefore at most p = 4n, but
this may vary depending on constraints. In quantum feature
space, the training data consists of quantum density matrices
and labels {(ρi, yi)}Ni=1. We omit the explicit x-dependence
for simplicity and in order to make the framework applicable
to linear regression with quantum states which do not arise
from classical data. We introduce a data matrix D and label
matrix Y as

D =

 [ρ1]
†

...
[ρN ]

†

 , Y =

 y1
...
yN

 . (4)

We use square bracket notation to highlight that D is not a
matrix with each ρ†i as a submatrix. Instead, as detailed in Ap-
pendix B, D should be understood as a vector of co-matrices,
where ρ†i represents the ith element. Since Hermitian matri-
ces form a vector space, a co-matrix belongs to the dual space
of this vector space and acts as a linear map from matrices
to real numbers. This distinction becomes crucial later when
encountering expressions such as D†D or DD†. Indeed,
D† = ([ρ1] . . . [ρN ]) is a co-vector of matrices. With this
notation, a “co-matrix acting on a matrix” is an inner product,
[ρ]†iρj = Tr{ρiρj}, and a “matrix acting on a co-matrix” is
a tensor product (as the canonical outer product in a vector
space, in this case of Hermitian matrices), ρi[ρj ]

† = ρi ⊗ ρj .
Finally, the label vector Y ∈ RN is a real-valued vector.

In linear least-squares regression, the observable M, some-
times referred to as parameter matrix, is determined by solv-
ing an optimization problem based on the given training data.
Two regimes arise based on the relationship between the num-
ber of parameters p and the number of training samples N .

a. Underparameterized regime (N > p): the number of
data points exceeds the number of parameters. The observable
Mu is obtained by solving a linear least squares problem:

Mu = argmin
M

∥DM− Y ∥2 =
(
D†D

)−1
D†Y , (5)

where we refer to the p×p-dimensional D†D =
∑N

i=1 ρi⊗ρi
as the sample covariance matrix (we slightly abuse notation by
omitting centering and normalization). The matrix inverse is
well-defined because D†D is full rank in this regime.

b. Overparameterized regime (N < p): the number of
parameters exceeds the number of data points. In this case,
there is a continuum of linear functions that perfectly fit the
data M := {M ∈ Herm(2n) | Tr{ρ(xi)M} = yi, i ∈ [N ]}.
Among all these, the minimum-norm solution is selected:

Mo = argmin
M∈M

∥M∥22 = D† (DD†)−1
Y , (6)

where DD† = (Tr{ρiρj})Ni,j=1 is the N × N Gram matrix,
and its inverse is well-defined in this regime because DD† is
full rank. The condition N = p is referred to as the interpo-
lation threshold, marking the transition where a model starts
to interpolate (reaching nearly zero training error) and shifts
from underparameterization to overparameterization.

We compare the models obtained in the two regimes to a
hypothetical optimal linear model with corresponding M∗,
which achieves the best possible performance:

M∗ = argmin
M

{
E

(ρ,y)

[
(Tr{ρM}− y)

2
]}

, (7)

where the expectation value is taken over the underlying data
distribution, which we assume to be unknown. The true re-
lation between inputs and outputs, called ground truth, need
not be a deterministic linear function in feature space. That
means M∗ may still incur some error on individual sam-
ples. When presented with a new test point (ρt, yt) not
present in the training set, neither the empirical risk minimiz-
ers Mu,o nor the expected risk minimizer M∗ are guaran-
teed to predict the correct label, i.e., y(u,o,∗)t ̸= yt. Here,
y
(u,o,∗)
t := Tr

{
ρtM(u,o,∗)} denotes the predicted label on

input ρt for the underparameterized empirical risk minimizer
(u), the overparameterized empirical risk minimizer (o), and
the optimal linear model (∗). Since the expected risk mini-
mizer M∗ is independent of the training dataset {(ρi, yi)}Ni=1,
it can generally incur prediction errors on any training data-
point (ρi, yi). Let us define this residual error as ei := yi−y∗i ,
and denote the vector of residual errors by E = (ei)

N
i=1.

We compare the predictions made by the empirical risk
minimizers to those of the optimal linear model on unseen
data:

yut − y∗t = Tr
{
ρt(D

†D)−1D†E
}
, (8)

yot − y∗t = Tr
{
ρtD

†(DD†)−1E
}

(9)

+Tr
{
ρt

(
D†(DD†)−1D − I2n×2n

)
M∗}. (10)

A detailed step-by-step derivation of these expressions can be
found in Appendix B.

Interestingly, the distinction between the two expressions
(the inverse of the sample covariance matrix or of the Gram
matrix) vanishes when we apply the singular value decom-
position (SVD) of the data matrix D = UΣV †. Here,
U ∈ U(N) is a unitary matrix of left singular vectors, Σ ∈
RN×(2n×2n) is a rectangular diagonal matrix of singular val-
ues, and V ∈ U(2n × 2n) is a unitary matrix of right singular
vectors. Leveraging the properties of SVD, Eqs. (8) and (9)
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can be rewritten as:

yut − y∗t = Tr
{
ρtV Σ+U†E

}
, (11)

yot − y∗t = Tr
{
ρtV Σ+U†E

}
(12)

+Tr
{
ρt

(
D†(DD†)−1D − I2n×2n

)
M∗}. (13)

Here, Σ+ denotes the pseudoinverse of Σ. Notably, both
the underparameterized and overparameterized cases share
a common term, Tr

{
ρtV Σ+U†E

}
. The second term in

Eq. (13) is unique to the overparameterized regime and ac-
counts for the underdetermination of the linear optimization
problem. This term is further analyzed in Appendix B, while
our immediate focus lies on the shared term. To unpack this
term further, we expand it in the orthonormal basis of singular
vectors:

Tr
{
ρtV Σ+U†E

}
=

R∑
r=1

1

σr
Tr

{
ρVr ρt

}
⟨ur, E⟩ , (14)

where R = min{N, 2n × 2n} denotes the rank of D, and
the right singular vectors ρVr are quantum density matrices.
This formula highlights three distinct factors that influence the
prediction error:

1. The reciprocals of the singular values 1/σr.

2. The interaction of the test input ρt with the basis of right
singular vectors Tr

{
ρVr ρt

}
.

3. The projection of E onto the left singular vectors
⟨ur, E⟩.

The error decomposition indicates that for double descent
to occur, the three contributing factors must become large
enough to cause a spike in the prediction error on new test
data.

IV. SPECTRAL ANALYSIS WITH RANDOM MATRIX
THEORY

In this section, we present analytical results that predict
a peak in the prediction error at the interpolation threshold
N = p, for the problem of linear regression in quantum fea-
ture space introduced in Section III. Our analysis builds on the
error decomposition derived in the previous section, which
explicitly identified three factors contributing to the predic-
tion error in quantum linear models, as specified in Eq. (14).
Among the three factors, we now focus specifically on the
reciprocal singular values. We argue that these singular val-
ues follow a Marčenko-Pastur (MP) law, enabling predictions
about when the test error is likely to peak. Below, we present
a simplified version of the relevant theorem and proof. Full
proof details can be found in Appendix C.

Theorem 1 (Test error peak at interpolation – informal). Con-
sider a Lipschitz continuous quantum feature map ρ with p
linearly independent dimensions, and consider a linear re-
gression problem in the corresponding feature space. Let

{(ρ(xi), yi)}Ni=1 be a training set, where xi ∼ N (0, Id) are
d-dimensional i.i.d. Gaussian normal random samples. Then,
the test error of the linear model based on ρ(x) and Eqs. (5)
and (6) peaks with high probability at N = p, for large
enough N and p.

Furthermore, for a quantum feature map on n qubits, the
training set size N at which the peak in test error occurs ful-
fills N ∈ O(exp(n)) with high probability.

Proof sketch. The proof relies on the error decomposition in-
troduced in Section III, and the generalized Marčenko-Pastur
law, as derived in Ref. [48]. The latter implies that for a
Lipschitz-continuous feature map applied to Gaussian normal
random vectors, the spectral behavior of the sample covari-
ance matrix is the same as that of the sample covariance matrix
constructed from a data matrix of Gaussian random entries. In
particular, the MP law characterizes the range and probability
density of eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix as a
function of system parameters N and p. As N, p → ∞ at
some constant rate, the MP law predicts that the number of
non-zero eigenvalues is minimized when N = p. Since the
eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix correspond to the
squared singular values of the data matrix, Eq. (14) reaches its
maximum when these singular values σr are smallest. Con-
sequently, the test error is maximized with high probability at
N = p, as N, p → ∞.

Additionally, the number of linearly independent dimen-
sions of any n-qubit quantum feature map cannot exceed the
linear dimension of the set of 2n-dimensional Hermitian ma-
trices, which is 4n.

Theorem 1 suggests that in the asymptotic limit, one might
observe the phenomenon of double descent in quantum ma-
chine learning if the data distribution is suitably aligned. Two
key questions remain to ensure these results are broadly appli-
cable: (1) are typical quantum feature maps indeed Lipschitz
continuous? and (2) does the assumption of i.i.d. Gaussian
inputs reasonably model realistic data sources? First, we es-
tablish that a general class of commonly used quantum feature
maps are Lipschitz continuous:

Theorem 2 (Lipschitz continuity). Let x ∈ Rd. Let ρ(x) =

S(x)ρ0S
†(x), where S(x) =

∏L
l=1

∏d
k=1 Slk(xk), with

Slk(α) = exp
(
− i

2αHlk

)
and λ = maxk,l∥Hlk∥H. Then,

the map x 7→ ρ(x) is Lipschitz continuous with respect to the
operator norm with a Lipschitz constant upper bounded by√
dLλ:

∥ρ(x)− ρ(x′)∥H ≤
√
dLλ∥x− x′∥. (15)

Proof sketch. The Lipschitz constant is derived by bounding
the derivatives of ρ(x), which in turn depend on the deriva-
tives of S(x). The nested product structure of S(x) facilitates
explicit computation of these derivatives. Full proof details
are provided in Appendix D.

Second, while the assumption of i.i.d. Gaussian inputs is
under active study, there is a broad agreement on its plausi-
bility for linear models in large-dimensional settings (large
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Figure 2. Empirical evidence of double descent in QKMs. Mean squared test error as a function of the normalized number of training data
points (N/4n) for the (a) Synthetic, (b) Fashion MNIST, and (c) California Housing datasets, employing the EQK in Eq. (3). The shaded area
corresponds to the standard deviation for five independent experiment repetitions. The dotted black line indicates the interpolation threshold.
The consistent peak across all datasets and system sizes n confirms the presence of double descent.

p) [49–52]. For instance, Ref. [53] provides an intuitive jus-
tification using Generative Adversarial Network (GAN) mod-
els [54]. GANs generate remarkably realistic images by us-
ing Gaussian random noise as input. Under the assumption
that GANs accurately replicate real-world data, it follows that
real-life data can be approximated by Gaussian noise mapped
through a Lipschitz continuous transformation. Accordingly,
a (Q)ML model applied to such data can be conceptualized
as a three-step process: (1) random Gaussian inputs, (2) hy-
pothetical GAN-like feature map, and (3) the actual (Q)ML
model. This perspective, further formalized in Ref. [50], sup-
ports the application of Theorem 1 to the empirical setting
explored next in Section V. Hence, Theorem 1 can be broadly
applied to predict a peak in test error in quantum linear models
when the training set size N matches the feature map dimen-
sion p = 4n.

V. EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE OF DOUBLE DESCENT IN
QML

The theoretical results presented in the previous section
hold only in the asymptotic limit and rely on specific assump-
tions about the input data distribution. In this section, we vali-
date our theory by providing empirical evidence of the double
descent phenomenon in QML in the finite regime and with
real-world data. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first
empirical demonstration of double descent in QML.

In our experiments, we consider QML models based on
EQKs, as introduced in Eq. (3). We note that the formalism
laid out in Ref. [38], which we extend to quantum feature
maps in Section III, closely resembles the well-established
framework of QKMs [14]. Specifically, the solution to the
linear regression problem based on least squares (Eq. (5)) and
minimum norm (Eq. (6)) can be recovered with kernel ridge-
less regression. Here, the term “ridgeless” denotes the ab-
sence of a regularization term in the conventional kernel re-
gression formulation. While this connection to regression is
clear, we also extend our experiments to classification tasks to

further validate the theory.

We perform a series of numerical experiments on three dif-
ferent datasets. The first dataset is synthetic, with dimension-
ality matching the number of qubits n. The target function
is defined as g(x) = ⟨w, x⟩ with fixed custom weights w
and data points x sampled uniformly from [−π

2 ,
π
2 ]

n. Addi-
tionally, we utilized the Fashion MNIST dataset in a binary
classification setting by choosing two categories. Lastly, for
regression analysis on real-world data, we employed the Cal-
ifornia Housing dataset. Both of these datasets are accessi-
ble through Ref. [55]. The quantum circuit simulations were
performed using the PennyLane [56] software library run-
ning on classical hardware. The quantum kernel was imple-
mented via an embedding feature map as defined in Eq. (3),
where each input x is encoded into a quantum circuit com-
prising single-qubit rotations and entangling gates, ensuring
the resulting Gram matrix at interpolation is full rank. For
further implementation details, refer to the public code repos-
itory [57].

To identify the interpolation threshold across different sce-
narios, we fixed the system size n and varied the number of
training samples N . Note that in our setting, the degree of pa-
rameterization can be determined by the ratio of the number
of training data to the dimension of the feature space. Con-
sequently, varying the number of training samples is some-
what equivalent to varying the feature space dimension. The
test error curves, depicted in Fig. 2, exhibit a clear double de-
scent peak. Notably, a sharp peak is observed at interpolation
(N/p = 1), followed by a characteristic drop in test error in
the overparameterized regime (N/p < 1). This pattern is ob-
served consistently across all datasets and system sizes. These
findings provide compelling empirical evidence for the pres-
ence of double descent in QKMs and highlight its importance
as a defining feature of their performance.
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Figure 3. Ablation experiments. Mean test squared error as a function of the number of training data points N for (a) applying different
cutoffs on the minimum singular value, (b) retaining varying numbers of leading singular modes of the input data, and (c) eliminating residual
error. All experiments were performed on the Synthetic dataset with n = 3 qubits. The shaded area corresponds to the standard deviation
for five independent experiment repetitions. The dotted black line indicates the interpolation threshold. Modifying each factor reduces or
eliminates the double descent peak, highlighting their roles in the test error behavior.

VI. ABLATION STUDY

To further solidify that the three factors outlined in Eq. (14)
directly influence the double descent in QKMs, we conduct
a series of numerical experiments where we artificially ablate
one factor at a time, inspired by the methodology in Ref. [38].
The results are presented in Fig. 3.

a. Singular values: The factor 1/σr captures how the
test error scales inversely with the singular values. In each
experimental run, after sampling a training dataset of vector-
ized encoded states, we pre-processed the data by applying
an explicit cutoff. Specifically, singular values below a spec-
ified threshold were removed from the singular matrix of the
sampled data. As shown in Fig. 3(a), smaller cutoff values re-
sult in a more pronounced peak, emphasizing the role of small
singular values in amplifying the test error.

b. Test features: The factor Tr
{
ρVr ρt

}
quantifies the

overlap between the quantum feature space, spanned by the
right singular vectors, and the test data features. To isolate
this contribution, we pre-processed the test dataset by project-
ing it onto a subset of (leading) singular modes derived from
the underlying distribution. This procedure provides a con-
trolled mechanism to reduce the overlap between ρt and the
set {ρVr }. Only the terms where projected test features have
overlap with the training features contribute non-zero terms in
the sum in Eq. (14). As illustrated in Fig. 3(b), retaining more
modes in the pre-processing subset emphasizes the double de-
scent peak.

c. Residual error: If the best model within the hypothe-
sis class incurs no residual error on the training data, the term
⟨ur, E⟩ vanishes, effectively eliminating the double descent
peak. To test this, we explicitly used the underlying distri-
bution in the fitting process. The results, shown in Fig. 3(c),
demonstrate that under these conditions, the model perfectly
fits the test data at interpolation and in the underparameterized
regime, causing the test error to drop to zero.

These ablation experiments collectively demonstrate how
all the three factors interact to produce the observed double
descent behavior. Intuitively, when test features have a signif-

icant presence in the feature dimensions that are poorly rep-
resented by the training dataset (corresponding to small sin-
gular values of the training data), the model must extrapolate
to fit these underrepresented dimensions [36]. This extrapola-
tion results in higher test error. Taken together, these results
provide a clearer understanding of double descent in quantum
models and emphasize the importance of carefully managing
these factors during model design and training.

VII. THE CASE OF PROJECTED QUANTUM KERNELS

A natural question arises: can we control the location of the
interpolation threshold in our experiments with QKMs? So
far, we have successfully observed a peak in prediction error
at the interpolation threshold, p = N , both analytically and
empirically. However, we note that the quantum feature map
we used in Section V resulted in an exponential-dimensional
feature space with respect to the number of qubits n, specif-
ically p = 4n. As a result, while our experiments provide
evidence of double descent in QML, the peak in error occurs
only for exponentially large training sets. We now introduce
an alternative family of feature maps, referred to as projected
feature maps, whose feature space dimension (and hence the
number of free parameters) is linear in the number of qubits
p ∈ O(n). By employing these maps, we can effectively shift
the interpolation threshold and facilitate a more controlled and
efficient double descent setting.

To construct a projected quantum feature state, we begin
with a conventional quantum feature map ρ. This state is
then transformed into a n-dimensional vector of single-qubit
reduced density matrices (RDMs). This transformation is
achieved using partial trace operations, also known as pro-
jections:

ρRDM(x) =
(
ρ(k)(x)

)n
k=1

= (Trj ̸=k{ρ(x)})nk=1 . (16)

Here, ρ(k)(x) represents the RDM corresponding to the kth

qubit. Importantly, ρRDM(x) forms a vector of matrices, and
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Figure 4. Empirical evidence of double descent in RDM projected quantum kernels. Mean squared test error as a function of the
normalized number of training data points (N/(3n+ 2)) for the (a) Synthetic, (b) Fashion MNIST, and (c) California Housing datasets,
employing the RDM kernel in Eq. (19). The shaded area corresponds to the standard deviation for five independent experiment repetitions.
The dotted black line indicates the interpolation threshold. The consistent peak across all datasets and system sizes n confirms the presence of
double descent.

we define their inner product as:

⟨ρRDM(x), ρRDM(x′)⟩ = 1

n

n∑
k=1

Tr{ρ(k)(x)ρ(k)(x′)} . (17)

Indeed, such projected feature maps also give rise to EQK
functions on the Hilbert space of reduced density matrices
κRDM(x, x′) = ⟨ρRDM(x), ρRDM(x′)⟩. We refer to this ker-
nel as RDM kernel. Similar constructions have been explored
in Refs. [58, 59].

In this section, we apply results from Sections IV and V
to the RDM kernel. Our primary focus lies on understanding
the training set size at which the peak in test error occurs in
this setting, both theoretically and empirically. We begin by
extending Theorem 1 to apply to projected quantum feature
maps.

Corollary 3 (Test error peak for projected feature maps).
Consider a quantum kernel model based on the RDM projec-
tion of an L-Lipschitz continuous quantum feature map ρ(x)
on n qubits. Let {xi}Ni=1 be a training set of d-dimensional
i.i.d. Gaussian random samples xi ∼ N (0, Id). Then, the
training set size N at which the peak in test error occurs with
high probability is linear in the number of qubits; N ∈ O(n).

Proof. To establish this result, we prove the following: (1)
the projected feature map is Lipschitz continuous, and (2)
the number of linearly independent dimensions p satisfies
p ∈ O(n). For (1), the Lipschitz continuity of the projected
feature map follows directly from the fact that the partial trace
operation is Lipschitz continuous and that the composition of
Lipschitz-continuous maps is also Lipschitz continuous. For
(2), consider the linear dimension of the set of 1-qubit states.
The RDM kernel function defined in Eq. (17) is an inner prod-

uct in a 4n-dimensional complex vector space:

κRDM(x, x′) =
1

n

n∑
k=1

Tr{ρ(k)(x)ρ(k)(x′)} (18)

=

n∑
k=1

∑
i,j∈{0,1}

[
ρ(k)(x)

]
i,j√

n

[
ρ(k)(x

′)
]∗
i,j√

n
. (19)

Although the summation contains 4n terms, not all terms are
independent. The unit-trace property of each reduced density
matrix removes approximately n terms. Consequently, the
number of independent real components scales as p ∈ O(n),
and so the interpolation threshold appears at N ∈ O(n).

We repeat our numerical experiments using the RDM ker-
nel, and the results are presented in Fig. 4. Once again, we
observe the characteristic double descent peak, now arising
from projected quantum feature states. These results can be
directly compared to Fig. 2, which corresponded to the gen-
eral embedding quantum feature map. Notably, the training
set size N at which the test error peak occurs now scales lin-
early with the number of qubits n when using the RDM ker-
nel. This linear behavior contrasts sharply with the exponen-
tial scaling observed in Section V. These empirical findings
strongly align with the theoretical predictions.

VIII. DISCUSSION

The double descent phenomenon is a leading concept in un-
derstanding the success of deep learning, demonstrating how
large models can outperform predictions from traditional sta-
tistical learning theory. In this work, we demonstrate that
quantum machine learning (QML) models can also exhibit
double descent. We present analytical results derived from
a combination of linear regression insights and random ma-
trix theory to understand the occurrence of the characteristic
double descent behavior. Furthermore, we test our theory in
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extensive numerical experiments on synthetic and real-world
datasets. To the best of our knowledge, this is the first study to
identify this phenomenon in QML, marking a significant step
forward in understanding the behavior of overparameterized
quantum models. We now discuss the implications of these
results and propose directions for future research.

Our findings contribute to the ongoing developments in
QML by aligning with and expanding the scope of existing
studies. To begin with, our work is in line with the insights
from Ref. [16], which advocates for a paradigm shift in assess-
ing the performance of QML models, moving beyond conven-
tional statistical learning theory. Moreover, Ref. [39] presents
a tailored setting of large PQC-based QML models that show
improved test errors compared to statistical learning theory
predictions. By introducing the double descent formalism, our
work provides a complete complementary perspective, sup-
ported by results for common models on real-world data. Fur-
thermore, the confirmed existence of double descent in QML
seems to challenge statements put forth in Ref. [60], where it
is suggested that quantum classifiers undergo a U-shaped risk
curve, in contrast to the double-descent risk curve of deep
neural classifiers. To our understanding, the conclusions in
Ref. [60] may stem from specific scenarios where the model
fails to fit the training set adequately at scale, resulting in large
test errors.

The framework presented applies to a broad class of lin-
ear models in quantum feature space, including certain quan-
tum kernel methods [14], as well as specific extreme learning
machines [61, 62]. An important open question is whether
similar double descent dynamics emerge in parameterized
quantum circuits (PQCs), including those involving data re-
uploading [63]. Recent work [64] suggests that PQCs do not
always converge to the minimum-norm solution in the over-
parameterized regime. Thus, further investigation is required
to adapt the double descent framework to PQCs, a direction
we leave for future work.

The double descent curve is characterized by a peak with
one dip at each side, see Fig. 1. Typically, in visual representa-
tions, the second dip (corresponding to the overparameterized
regime) is deeper than the first, indicating that overparameter-
ization often improves learning performance. While this work
focuses on analyzing the peak, it is equally crucial to charac-
terize the depth of the second dip in QML models. Notably,
the presence of a peak does not guarantee that the second dip
will surpass the first in depth. However, a promising observa-
tion is that, in classical machine learning models, the second
dip is usually deeper [26, 27]. The depth of this dip in QML
models is likely influenced by the suitability of the quantum
feature map to the specific learning task. Indeed, designing
powerful quantum feature maps has been identified as a sig-
nificant challenge in quantum kernel methods [41, 65].

On a broader level, our work establishes a foundational
understanding of double descent in QML models, laying the
groundwork for further exploration into the overparameter-
ized regime and its implications for learning performance in
quantum machine learning.

Code and data availability

The code and data used in this study are available in
GitHub [57].
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Supplementary Material for “Double descent in quantum machine learning”

Appendix A: Prior and related work

In this section, we recap existing works that study the generalization performance of large quantum models and analyze
how our work connects with them. We also clarify various definitions of overparameterization that are used in the quantum
machine learning (QML) literature. To avoid confusion, we first list the various types of QML models generally considered in
supervised QML literature. (1) Implicit quantum models are linear models that output ⟨0|U†(x)MU(x) |0⟩, where U(x) is the
fixed encoding unitary. Observable M is a linear combination of the encoded training data, whose coefficients can be solved for
classically. (2) Explicit quantum models are linear models that output ⟨0|U†(x)MU(x) |0⟩, where U(x) is the fixed encoding
unitary. Observable M is given by V †(θ)OV (θ), where V (θ) represents parameterized unitaries and O is a fixed observable.
The circuit parameters are generally optimized classically via gradient-based methods. (3) Data re-uploading models are linear
models that output ⟨0|W †(x, θ)OW (x, θ) |0⟩, where W (x, θ) =

∏L
l=1 Vl(θ)Ul(x) is composed of alternating (and potentially

distinct) encoding and variational layers. The encoding part consists of fixed gates and the trainable parameters are optimized
classically. In general, the encoding unitary in any of these models can be made variational as well. This is especially useful in
metric and representation learning applications [66].

Various machine learning phenomena that connect model performance to its complexity include overfitting, benign overfitting,
and double descent. Overfitting [21] occurs when a learning model performs well on the training data but fails to perform well
on unseen test data. It can generally be attributed to high model complexity, although excessive data noise or excessive training
can also lead to it. Benign overfitting refers to the phenomenon where interpolating models (with nearly-zero training error) can
still generalize effectively [67–69]. It is generally not concerned with when and how the interpolation regime begins and what
are the necessary conditions to achieve it. In contrast, double descent [27] captures the non-monotonic behavior of the test error
as model complexity varies, with the test error decreasing after an initial peak. Importantly, double descent is not inherently tied
to or caused by interpolation; it can occur even in models that do not achieve zero training error. Furthermore, the point at which
test error begins to descend for the second time is not strictly determined by the location of the interpolation threshold [37].

Overfitting in QML models has been studied in several works using the conventional bias-variance tradeoff argument, although
these works have mostly been limited to data re-uploading and explicit quantum models [39, 60, 70–74]. Various strategies have
been proposed to overcome overfitting in these models, including qubit dropout [75], gate dropout [76, 77] and parameter pruning
[78–80].

To our knowledge, our work is the first empirical demonstration of the double descent phenomenon in QML. The question of
why double descent has not been previously observed for quantum models remains open. One possible explanation is that QML
is mirroring the historical development of classical machine learning (ML). With the onset of the use of heavily parameterized
models and high-dimensional data, large classical models did not always exhibit benign overfitting, nor was double descent and
an interpolation peak consistently observed. Recent developments show that this could be due to how generalization performance
was measured [81] and how bias and variance were conventionally defined [36], hinting that the traditional bias–variance tradeoff
argument based on model complexity breaks down in the highly overparameterized regime [35].

It is possible that QML literature is following a similar path. Some recent works have highlighted that most generalization
bounds derived in the QML literature become vacuous in the overparameterized regime [16, 60]. For example, Ref. [72] studied
overfitting in parameterized quantum circuits, showing that the expressivity and VC dimension of these quantum circuits saturate
with increasing circuit depth. However, it has been shown in both classical [37] and quantum [16] settings that VC dimension
is not a reliable measure to study generalization when scaling model complexity. Another example is Ref. [60] which proposed
that large QML models cannot achieve low training errors while, in contrast, Ref. [16] showed that some quantum models can
perfectly fit training data even with label noise and Ref. [39] presented scenarios where large quantum models can perform
well and display benign overfitting. We look at Ref. [39] and Ref. [60] in more detail below. The takeaway message of these
recent developments is that there is a need to redefine how we connect model complexity to generalization as we scale the data
dimension and model complexity, which we leave to follow-up work.

Benign overfitting (or harmless interpolation) phenomenon was investigated in explicit quantum models in Ref. [39] using
spiking models, which is one of the established techniques in classical ML literature. To perfectly fit training points while allow-
ing for general prediction, this technique allows the predictor function to have a “spiked” localized behavior near training points
while being smooth in other areas of the input domain. By using the Fourier representation of the functions in the hypothesis
class, trigonometric polynomial interpolation is employed to formulate the interpolation problem. Hence, overparameterization
occurs when the number of Fourier modes of the learning model exceeds the number of Fourier modes of the data-generating
distribution. The authors first show how the feature weights of an overparameterized Fourier features model can be engineered
to have benign overfitting for linear regression. Then, they extend the classical results by using the Fourier representation of
quantum models [82]. This allows them to design quantum models with similar features by tuning the initial quantum states
and data-encoding Hamiltonians. Hence, Ref. [39] provides important tools for designing and working with overparameterized
quantum models in the harmless interpolation regime. While the emphasis of their analysis is not on the precise location of
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the interpolation threshold, signatures of double descent are evident in their numerical experiments (Fig. 3). The authors use
synthetic data and design a specific feature map that ensures the appropriate spiking behavior. In turn, in our work, we studied
the factors that contribute to the peak at interpolation, relying on random matrix theory and the spectral properties of the data
matrix to explain it. Consequently, our framework works for real-life data, with a non-restrictive generic quantum feature map.
We leave a thorough study on the similarities between the underlying generalization mechanisms for future work.

Ref. [60] studies overfitting and the potential presence of double descent in classification with quantum models. The authors
use explicit quantum models as quantum classifiers and define overparameterization as the regime when the size of training
dataset exceeds the number of data-independent parameterized quantum gates and the circuit unitary becomes a 2-design. By
considering arbitrary circuit ansatzes (without problem-informed structure), where overparameterized circuits become 2-designs,
training is likely to suffer from barren plateaus [40]. This will result in a U-shaped curve for the total expected error (training
error + generalization error), as poor trainability will lead to larger training errors (and hence poor generalization error) as more
parameters/gates are added. Hence, the authors propose using underparameterized problem-dependent ansatzes instead. They
reinforce this via numerical studies conducted using hardware-efficient ansatz on the Fashion MNIST dataset, which fails to
reach low training errors due to poor trainability. This particular setting and the corresponding poor performance of explicit
quantum models can also be studied from the generalization perspective (independent of the trainability perspective). Along
these lines, Ref. [39] showed that using states sampled uniformly from the Haar measure will have concentrated feature weights
for most known encoding strategies (see their Appendix B.1). This will give rise to quantum models that will not achieve benign
overfitting when overparameterized. However, we note that these results should not rule out the possibility of double descent
in all problem-agnostic quantum models (classifiers or otherwise), especially those that do not suffer from barren plateaus, like
QCNNs. We leave a complete formal study of QCNNs for follow-up work.

Ref. [60] also proposes that in order to reach zero training errors, parameterized quantum classifiers should optimize param-
eters such that the optimal feature states and measurements form a general simplex equiangular tight frame (ETF). ETFs have
been shown to arise in deep classical neural networks as they reach zero training error (when trained for long times), leading
to “neural collapse” (small variability in the state representation of training data that belong to the same class) [83]. However,
we note that while ETFs and neural collapse (on training data) can mean low training errors, it does not necessarily imply low
generalization errors and may even lead to worse performance on test data, as was recently studied in [84]. So, neural collapse
is an optimization phenomenon, not a generalization one. This could explain the numerical results in Ref. [60] where they use
hardware-efficient ansatz to do binary classification on the parity dataset (Fig. 2 and Fig. J9 in Appendix J) where only harmful
overfitting is observed for the overparameterized classifier. Hence, while Ref. [60] studies an important aspect of how deep
quantum models might behave and represent the data during training, there is a need to connect this to phenomena like benign
overfitting and double descent, which we leave for follow-up work.

Other definitions of overparameterization have also been reported in QML literature. As an important clarification, we reiterate
that Ref. [79] and Ref. [42] use tools from quantum control and quantum information theory to define overparameterization in
parameterized quantum circuits. These large quantum models have been reported to train faster [85–88] and show noise resilience
[89, 90] in certain settings. For instance, a “computational phase transition” at the critical point between the under-parameterized
and over-parameterized regimes was shown in Ref. [85], where the task is to learn a Haar random unitary. The faster convergence
and changes in loss landscape to global minima are well understood in classical deep learning. We leave the development of
a formal connection between the conventional ML definition of overparameterization to that defined using quantum control for
follow-up work.

Another important clarification to make is how wide quantum neural network (QNN) literature relates to our work. Wide
QNNs represent the quantum analog of classical neural networks that are studied in the limit of infinite width (number of hidden
layer units). This hypothetical setting makes it easier to study the training dynamics of the network, which can then be used to
understand the behavior of large models. Like their classical counterparts, wide QNNs show a “lazy training” regime where for
wide enough networks, the initial parameters do not change a lot during training [91, 92] and the network displays exponentially
fast convergence (training error decreases exponentially with iterations) to a good local minimum [93–95]. However, in our
work, we use only non-deep overparameterized models – which are also more practical. Hence, we are not only reporting the
first empirical proof of double descent in QML but also the first such observation for a non-deep quantum learning model. This
is not different from classical ML where double descent is ubiquitous in deep learning but has also been observed in many
non-deep learning methods like boosting, trees, and linear regression [27].

Appendix B: Detailed derivation of test error decomposition

In this section, we provide a more detailed derivation of the results obtained in Sec. III.
Let the training dataset be represented as D = {(ρi, yi)}Ni=1, where ρi are density matrices. Using this, the data matrix D and
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the label matrix Y are defined as:

D =

 [ρ1]
†

...
[ρN ]

†

 , Y =

 y1
...
yN

 . (B1)

Here, D is a collection of self-adjoint matrices, with each ρi satisfying ρ† = ρ. We retain the Hermitian conjugate notation to
maintain clarity, distinguishing between inner and outer products in the formalism. Specifically, in analogy to the notation for
vectors and dual vectors (co-vectors), given a matrix ρ and its “co-”matrix [σ]†, we adopt the following conventions:

• The inner product is the application of a co-matrix on a matrix: [σ]†ρ = ⟨σ, ρ⟩HS = Tr{σρ}, where we introduce the
Hilbert-Schmidt inner product as the canonical inner product between Hermitian matrices.

• The outer product is the application of a matrix on a co-matrix: ρ[σ]† = ρ⊗ σ, where we introduce the tensor product as
the canonical outer product between Hermitian matrices.

This way, the co-matrices are elements of the dual vector space of Hermitian matrices, so they are linear maps from Hermitian
matrices to the reals. Together with the canonical basis of the dual space, both the inner and the outer product are well defined
and follow the standard ones for usual vector spaces.

The data matrix D should therefore be interpreted as a vector of matrices, D ∈ (Herm(2n))N , rather than a standard matrix.
This distinction is essential for correctly defining inner and outer products within our framework. Meanwhile, the label vector
Y is a real-valued column satisfying Y ∈ RN×1.

Since quantum models are linear in the Hilbert space of Hermitian operators, the goal is to identify optimal functions within
the family

G = {Tr{ρM}|M ∈ Herm(2n)}, (B2)

where M is an observable or “parameter matrix” with p = 4n free parameters (dimension of the corresponding orthonormal
Hermitian basis). We examine two regimes based on the relationship between the number of parameters p and the number of
training data points N : the underparameterized regime, where N > p, and the overparameterized regime, where N < p. In the
underparameterized case, the number of data points exceeds the number of parameters while in the overparameterized case, the
number of parameters exceeds the number of data points. In both scenarios, the task involves solving a quadratic optimization
problem to determine the linear function that best fits the data.

Let DM denote the application of the data matrix D to a parameter matrix M, defined analogously to scalar-vector multipli-
cation but extended to matrices:

DM =

 [ρ1]
†

...
[ρN ]

†

(
M

)
=

 [ρ1]
† M
...

[ρN ]
† M

 =

Tr{ρ1M}
...

Tr{ρNM}

 . (B3)

In the underparameterized regime, the model parameters are determined using the standard least squares optimization problem:

Mu = argmin
M

∥DM− Y ∥2. (B4)

The solution to this problem is unique and takes the form

Mu =
(
D†D

)−1
D†Y, (B5)

where D†D is the p× p sample covariance matrix (we abuse notation here: to be more precise, D†D is the Hessian matrix, and
D†D/N is the sample covariance matrix). Expanding this term, we find:

D†D =
(
ρ1 ρ2 · · · ρN

)


[ρ1]
†

[ρ2]
†

...
[ρN ]

†

 (B6)

= ρ1 [ρ1]
†
+ ρ2 [ρ2]

†
+ · · ·+ ρN [ρN ]

† (B7)
= ρ1 ⊗ ρ1 + ρ2 ⊗ ρ2 + · · ·+ ρN ⊗ ρN (B8)

=

N∑
k=1

ρk ⊗ ρk. (B9)
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Let the corresponding optimal predictor function here be represented by gu ∈ G, i.e., gu(ρ) = Tr{ρMu}. In contrast, for
the overparameterized regime, infinitely many solutions satisfy the least squares condition. We therefore choose the standard
minimum-norm least squares optimization problem:

Mo = argmin
M

∥M∥22 (B10)

s.t.Tr{ρkM} = yk,∀k ∈ [N ] (B11)

The optimal solution for this problem is well-known from optimization theory:

Mo = D† (DD†)−1
Y, (B12)

where DD† is the N ×N Gram matrix, explicitly written as:

DD† =


[ρ1]

†

[ρ2]
†

...
[ρN ]

†

(
ρ1 ρ2 · · · ρN

)
(B13)

=


[ρ1]

†
ρ1 [ρ1]

†
ρ2 · · · [ρ1]

†
ρN

[ρ2]
†
ρ1 [ρ2]

†
ρ2

...
. . .

[ρN ]
†
ρ1 [ρN ]

†
ρN

 (B14)

=


Tr{ρ1ρ1} Tr{ρ1ρ2} · · · Tr{ρ1ρN}
Tr{ρ2ρ1} Tr{ρ2ρ2}

...
. . .

Tr{ρNρ1} Tr{ρNρN}

 (B15)

= (Tr{ρkρl})Nk,l=1 . (B16)

Here, we let the corresponding optimal predictor function be represented by go ∈ G, i.e., go(ρ) = Tr{ρMo}. Having obtained
the empirical risk minimizer for both regimes, it is important to note that these solutions are not guaranteed to coincide with the
ground truth for all instances. To formalize this, let us introduce an oracle that provides the expected risk minimizer M∗, which
represents the optimal linear model parameters for the entire data distribution:

M∗ = argmin
M

{
E

(ρ,y)

[
(Tr{ρM}− y)

2 ]}
, (B17)

where the expectation value is taken over the underlying data distribution. Notably, even with the expected risk minimizer, the
ground truth need not be a linear function in the feature space, implying that M∗ may still incur some error for individual points.
To explore this further, consider a new test data point (ρt, yt) outside the training set. Note that this setting where the new test
point lies outside the training dataset is called a random design setting; both train and test data are separately sampled from the
underlying distribution and the learned predictor does not encounter the test data during training. Note that this is an essential
component to achieve double descent [81]. It will not occur in a fixed design setting, where the same training inputs are used
during testing but with resampled labels.

In general, neither the empirical risk minimizer Mu,o nor the expected risk minimizer M∗ will perfectly predict the label yt:

Tr{ρtMu,o} − yt ̸= 0 (B18)
Tr{ρtM∗} − yt =: et. (B19)

Here, et represents the “residual” error made by M∗ on the new input ρt due to label noise or mismatch between the underlying
data-generating function and the family of functions G. Specifically, for the training set D, we define E as the vector of errors:

E := Y −DM∗ (B20)
ek := yk − Tr{ρkM∗}. (B21)

Note that the expected value of this residual error (over the underlying distribution) is usually called the irreducible error in
literature [35]. Following Ref. [38], we now investigate the difference in predictive performance between the empirical risk
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minimizer and the expected risk minimizer on unseen data. For clarity, we introduce the following notation for predictions:

yu,ot := gu,o(ρt) = Tr{ρtMu,o} (B22)
y∗t := g∗(ρt) = Tr{ρtM∗}. (B23)

Conventionally, the test error in the predictor is defined as the mean squared error in the assigned labels compared to the
underlying distribution. Here, we define the generalization error made by the empirical risk minimizer as the mean squared label
error compared to the expected risk minimizer [35]:

MSE[gu,o] = E
(ρ,y)

ED
[(
yu,o − y∗

)2]
(B24)

= Var[gu,o] + Bias2[gu,o], (B25)

where ED represents averaging over all possible training datasets. Here, bias captures how well the learned predictor from the
class of functions performs compared to the optimal linear model. It is defined as:

Bias[gu,o] = E
(ρ,y)

[(
ED

[
yu,o

]
− y∗

)2]
. (B26)

Similarly, variance of the learned predictor function is defined as:

Var[gu,o] = E
(ρ,y)

ED

[(
yu,o − ED

[
yu,o

])2]
, (B27)

which captures the fluctuations in prediction across the choice of training dataset. This method of comparing the performance of
empirical risk minimizer with respect to the expected risk minimizer helps to identify the various sources contributing to the test
error. For a single test data point (ρt, yt) and a given sampled training dataset D, we can now analyze the difference yu,ot − y∗t in
the test error by substituting the expressions for Mu,o derived earlier in Eqs. (B5) and (B12). For the underparameterized case,
we have:

yut − y∗t = Tr
{
ρt(D

†D)−1D†Y
}
− Tr{ρtM∗} (B28)

= Tr
{
ρt(D

†D)−1D†(DM∗ + E)
}
− Tr{ρtM∗} (B29)

= Tr
{
ρt(D

†D)−1D†DM∗}+Tr
{
ρt(D

†D)−1D†E
}
− Tr{ρtM∗} (B30)

= Tr{ρtM∗}+Tr
{
ρt(D

†D)−1D†E
}
− Tr{ρtM∗} (B31)

= Tr
{
ρt(D

†D)−1D†E
}
. (B32)

Whereas for the overparameterized case, we have:

yot − y∗t = Tr
{
ρtD

†(DD†)−1Y
}
− Tr{ρtM∗} (B33)

= Tr
{
ρtD

†(DD†)−1(DM∗ + E)
}
− Tr{ρtM∗} (B34)

= Tr
{
ρtD

†(DD†)−1DM∗}+Tr
{
ρtD

†(DD†)−1E
}
− Tr{ρtM∗} (B35)

= Tr
{
ρt

(
D†(DD†)−1D − I2n×2n

)
M∗}+Tr

{
ρtD

†(DD†)−1E
}
. (B36)

Although the derived expressions may initially appear complex, they exhibit a clear and systematic structure that highlights the
distinct mathematical roles played by the sample covariance matrix D†D, and the Gram matrix DD†, in the respective regimes.
The data matrix D ∈ CN×(2n×2n) is rectangular, meaning it does not have a direct inverse. To address this, square matrices
are constructed by multiplying D with its Hermitian conjugate either from the left, yielding the sample covariance matrix
D†D ∈ C(2n×2n)×(2n×2n), or from the right, producing the Gram matrix DD† ∈ RN×N . In the underparameterized regime,
where N > 4n, the rank of D is at most 4n, making the sample covariance matrix D†D the appropriate choice for constructing
the inverse required for solving the least squares problem. This matrix contains the relationships between the parameters of the
model and ensures the solution is well-defined. In contrast, in the overparameterized regime, where N < 4n, the data points are
fewer than the model parameters, and the Gram matrix DD† becomes the relevant object. This matrix captures the relationships
among the training data points themselves, reflecting the nature of the optimization problem in this regime. This distinction
between D†D and DD† underscores the fundamental interplay between model complexity and dataset size. Hence, if D+

represents the pseudoinverse of the data matrix D, then the error expressions for the underparameterized case can be simplified
as:

yut − y∗t = Tr
{
ρt(D

†D)−1D†E
}

(B37)

= Tr
{
ρtD

+E
}
, (B38)
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where D+ = (D†D)−1D† is the left inverse of D such that D+D = I2n×2n . Similarly, for the overparameterized case, we get:

yot − y∗t = Tr
{
ρtD

†(DD†)−1E
}

(B39)

+Tr
{
ρt

(
D†(DD†)−1D − I2n×2n

)
M∗} (B40)

= Tr
{
ρtD

+E
}

(B41)

+Tr
{
ρt

(
D+D − I2n×2n

)
M∗}, (B42)

where D+ = D†(DD†)−1 is the right inverse of D such that DD+ = IN . These expressions, while insightful, remain somewhat
cumbersome in their current form. To simplify them, we employ the Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) of D:

D = UΣV †, (B43)

where U ∈ U(N) is a unitary matrix of left singular vectors, associated with the “vector index” of D, Σ ∈ RN×(2n×2n) is a
diagonal matrix of singular values, with Σk

ij ∝ δk,(2N (i−1)+j), and V ∈ U(2n × 2n) is a unitary matrix of right singular vectors,
associated to the “matrix indices” of D.

Given the SVD decomposition of the data matrix D in Eq. (B43), its pseudoinverse D+ can be defined as:

D+ = V Σ+U†, (B44)

where Σ+ is the pseudoinverse of Σ containing the reciprocals of the non-zero singular values on its diagonal.
Substituting the simplified forms into Eqs. (B37) and (B39), we obtain:

yut − y∗t = Tr
{
ρtV Σ+U†E

}
(B45)

yot − y∗t = Tr
{
ρtV Σ+U†E

}
(B46)

+Tr
{
ρt

(
D+D − I2n×2n

)
M∗}. (B47)

These two expressions show the contribution of a variance-like term and a bias-like term to the test error defined in Eq (B24). The
second term in prediction error in the overparameterized regime captures the bias of this predictor because the overparameterized
system is under-determined; rank R cannot exceed N and the information in the remaining p − N dimensions cannot be fully
captured [38]. Along the same lines, the zero bias in the underparameterized predictor here is valid in this context since we
are comparing it to a linear “teacher” model of the expected risk minimizer [36]. Hence, defining the test error in this way
disentangles the different sources of bias observed in a learning model. This bias differs from the bias that results from using
a linear model to learn a non-linear data-generating function, for example. Now, to further illustrate why the first term is a
variance-like term, we expand it as:

Tr
{
ρtV Σ+U†E

}
=

R∑
r=1

1

σr
Tr

{
ρVr ρt

}
⟨ur, E⟩. (B48)

where we recall R = min{N, 2n × 2n}, and the right singular vectors ρVr are Hermitian, positive semi-definite, and unit-trace
matrices. The sum captures three key factors:

1. The reciprocals of the singular values 1/σr.

2. The interaction of ρt with the basis of right singular vectors Tr
{
ρVr ρt

}
.

3. The projection of E onto the left singular vectors ⟨ur, E⟩.

This decomposition highlights the distinct roles of the left and right singular vectors. The left singular vectors encode linear
combinations over the training data indices, while the right singular vectors span the quantum feature space as an orthonormal
basis. Intuitively, the principal directions corresponding to small singular values of a given training dataset D represent “under-
sampled” directions of the underlying data distribution for which the training dataset does not capture enough information.
Consequently, if a test data point has a large projection onto one of these principal components ([σr ≈ 0] ∧ [Tr

{
ρVr ρt

}
> 0]),

the model is pushed to extrapolate and overfit in this direction, increasing the variance of the predictor [36]. Hence, these three
factors together give rise to fluctuations in the prediction and constitute the variance of the learned predictor function (when
averaged over all training datasets).
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Appendix C: Proof of Theorem 1

In this section, we provide a formal statement and proof of Theorem 1, which was discussed informally in Section IV.

Theorem 1 (Test error peak at interpolation). Consider a Lipschitz continuous quantum feature map ρ with p linearly indepen-
dent dimensions, and consider a linear regression problem in the corresponding feature space. Let {(ρ(xi), yi)}Ni=1 be a training
set, where xi ∼ N (0, Id) are d-dimensional i.i.d. Gaussian normal random samples. Let N, p → ∞ where p

N → c ∈ (0,∞).
Then, the test error of the quantum linear model based on ρ(x) peaks with high probability at N = p.

Furthermore, for a quantum feature map on n qubits, the training set size N at which the peak in test error occurs fulfills
N ∈ O(exp(n)) with high probability.

The following lemma provides the necessary groundwork for the proof of the theorem.

Lemma 2 (Generalized Marčenko-Pastur law [48]). Let ϕ be an L-Lipschitz continuous map. Let X = [ϕ(x1), ϕ(x2), ..., ϕ(xN )]
be an (N × p)-dimensional matrix with i.i.d. sampled inputs xi ∼ N (0, Id) for i = 1, ..., N . For N, p → ∞ and p

N → c ∈
(0,∞), the empirical spectral density µp = 1

p

∑p
i δλi

of the sample covariance matrix X†X with eigenvalues λi converges to
µc weakly. On (0,∞), µc has continuous density fc given by

fc =

{
1

2πxc

√
(x− λ−)(λ+ − x) if x ∈ [λ−, λ+]

0 otherwise
, (C1)

where λ± = (1±
√
c)2.

Proof of Theorem 1. Let the L-Lipschitz continuous feature map on n qubits be given as ρ =
∑

j νj |Ψj⟩⟨Ψj | ∈ C2n×2n , where
Ψj is some pure state, νj is the probability of occupying this state and we omit the x-dependence for simplicity. Recall from
Section III that the data matrix D is represented as a vector of density matrices. We now introduce an equivalent representation,
the vectorized notation of a density matrix, as it aligns more closely with the formulation of the generalized Marčenko-Pastur
law in Lemma 2:

|ρ⟩⟩ =
∑
j

νj |Ψj⟩ ⊗ |Ψ∗
j ⟩ ∈ C4n . (C2)

The data matrix can then be written as:

D =


⟨⟨ρ1|
⟨⟨ρ2|

...
⟨⟨ρN |

 ∈ CN×4n . (C3)

Assuming that N and p grow at a constant rate, we can apply Lemma 2 to the vectorized data matrix D. Hence, the empirical
spectral density of the sample covariance matrix D†D converges to µc weakly. For p

N → 1, the smallest non-zero eigenvalue
of the sample covariance matrix approaches zero, i.e., λ− → 0. Note that the eigenvalues of the sample covariance matrix λi

correspond to the squared singular values σi of the data matrix. The error decomposition in Eq. (14) revealed the dependence
of the test error of quantum linear models on the reciprocal singular values of the data matrix D and hence, the test error is
maximized w.h.p. at N = p if N, p → ∞.

Additionally, the number of linearly independent dimensions of any n-qubit quantum feature map cannot exceed the linear
dimension of the vectorized data matrix, which is 4n.

Appendix D: Proof of Theorem 2

Here, we restate and prove Theorem 2.

Theorem 2 (Lipschitz continuity). Let ρ(x) = S(x)ρ0S
†(x), and let S(x) =

∏L
l=1

∏d
k=1 Slk(xk) (where the product is ordered

with increasing k before increasing l). Let further Slk(α) = exp
(
− i

2αHlk

)
. Let λ = maxk,l∥Hlk∥H. Then, for any x, x′ ∈ Rd,

the map x 7→ ρ(x) is Lipschitz continuous with respect to the operator norm with a Lipschitz constant upper bounded by
√
dLλ:

∥ρ(x)− ρ(x′)∥H ≤
√
dLλ∥x− x′∥. (D1)
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Proof. We start by writing out the difference

ρ(x)− ρ(x′) = S(x)ρ0S
†(x)− S(x′)ρ0S

†(x′) (D2)

= S(x)ρ0S
†(x)− S(x)ρ0S

†(x′) + S(x)ρ0S
†(x′)− S(x′)ρ0S

†(x′), (D3)

and then use it explicitly to bound the norm of the difference:

∥ρ(x)− ρ(x′)∥H ≤
∥∥S(x)ρ0S†(x)− S(x)ρ0S

†(x′)
∥∥
H +

∥∥S(x)ρ0S†(x′)− S(x′)ρ0S
†(x′)

∥∥
H (D4)

=
∥∥S(x)ρ0 (S†(x)− S†(x′)

)∥∥
H +

∥∥(S(x)− S(x′)
)
ρ0S

†(x′)
∥∥
H (D5)

≤ ∥S(x)∥H ∥ρ0∥H
∥∥S†(x)− S†(x′)

∥∥
H + ∥S(x)− S(x′)∥H ∥ρ0∥H

∥∥S†(x′)
∥∥
H (D6)

≤
∥∥S†(x)− S†(x′)

∥∥
H + ∥S(x)− S(x′)∥H. (D7)

where in the first equation we add zero and then apply the triangle inequality. We further use the sub-multiplicativity of the
operator norm, i.e., ∥AB∥ ≤ ∥A∥∥B∥ and the fact that unitary matrices fulfill ∥S∥ = 1 and density matrices ∥ρ∥ ≤ 1. We then
note that, because each Slk is generated by a single parameter, it holds that ∂αSlk(α) = − i

2HlkSlk(α). Next, we recall that the
total derivative of S(x) is a vector of all partial derivatives

dS(x)

dx
=

(
∂kS(x)

)d
k=1

. (D8)

Indeed, the total derivative takes the form of a 3-tensor, as a vector of matrices. Using the mean value theorem [96]:

∥S(x1)− S(x2)∥H ≤
∥∥∥∥dS(x)

dx

∣∣∣
z∈[x1,x2]

∥∥∥∥
H
∥x1 − x2∥2, (D9)

we need to find an upper bound to the operator norm. We invoke Theorem 3.1 in Ref. [97]:

∥∥∥∥dS(x)dx

∥∥∥∥
H

≤
∥∥∥( ∥∂kS(x)∥H )d

k=1

∥∥∥
2

(D10)

=

√√√√ d∑
k=1

∥∂kS(x)∥2H (D11)

=

√√√√ d∑
k=1

∥∥∥∥∥∂k
L∏

l=1

d∏
k′=1

Slk′(xk′)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

H

(D12)

To keep the notation clear when applying the chain rule to the partial derivative of the product, we proceed by noting:

S(x) = S11(x1) · · ·S1d(xd)S21(x1) · · ·SLd(xd) (D13)
∂kS(x) = S11(x1) · · · ∂kS1k(xk) · · ·SLd(xd) + · · ·+ S11(x1) · · · ∂kSLk(xk) · · ·SLd(xd) (D14)

= − i

2
(S11(x1) · · ·H1kS1k(xk) · · ·SLd(xd) + · · ·+ S11(x1) · · ·HLkSLk(xk) · · ·SLd(xd)) (D15)

Inserting this into Eq. (D12) and using the fact that matrix norms are invariant under multiplication with unitary matrices
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yields

∥∥∥∥dS(x)dx

∥∥∥∥
H

≤

√√√√ d∑
k=1

∥∥∥∥∥∂k
L∏

l=1

d∏
k′=1

Slk′(xk′)

∥∥∥∥∥
2

H

(D16)

=

√√√√ d∑
k=1

∥∥∥∥− i

2
(S11(x1) · · ·H1kS1k(xk) · · ·SLd(xd) + · · ·+ S11(x1) · · ·HLkSLk(xk) · · ·SLd(xd))

∥∥∥∥2
H

(D17)

≤ 1

2

√√√√ d∑
k=1

∥S11(x1) · · ·H1kS1k(xk) · · ·SLd(xd)∥2H + · · ·+ ∥S11(x1) · · ·HLkSLk(xk) · · ·SLd(xd)∥2H (D18)

=
1

2

√√√√ d∑
k=1

∥H1k∥2H + · · ·+ ∥HLk∥2H (D19)

≤ 1

2

√√√√ d∑
k=1

Lλ2 (D20)

=

√
dLλ

2
. (D21)

Plugging this into Eq. (D7) above, we obtain:

∥ρ(x)− ρ(x′)∥H ≤ 2

∥∥∥∥dS(x)dx

∥∥∥∥
H
∥x− x′∥ (D22)

≤ 2

√
dLλ

2
∥x− x′∥ (D23)

=
√
dLλ∥x− x′∥, (D24)

which completes the proof.

We highlight that a similar result was recently reported in Ref. [98] for the 1-norm.
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