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Abstract

We characterize the finite sample behavior of the log-likelihood ratio statistic in binary
logistic regression, uniformly over both the design and the target parameter. For n > d > 3, we
determine, up to universal constants, its worst case (1 — §) quantile over all fixed collections of
design vectors and all target parameters:

dlog (%) + log <(15> .

This is a nonasymptotic analogue of the Wilks XZ phenomenon and requires no regularity as-
sumptions on the design. The low dimensional cases exhibit unusual behavior. The worst case
quantile in dimension d = 2 is sharply of order

1
log log log n + log (6) .

The worst case quantile in dimension d = 1 is of order log(1/d), with no dependence on n. Finally,
i.i.d. Gaussian design vectors recover the classical Wilks scale. In the regime n = d + log(1/4),

we prove the sharp bound
d+lo 1

Unlike existing asymptotic results, our bounds are uniform over the target parameter, which
may depend on n, d, and J.
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1 Introduction

Understanding the distribution of log-likelihood ratios is one of the fundamental problems in statis-
tics, with applications to goodness-of-fit testing, variable selection, and the construction of confi-
dence regions for the target parameter. In this paper, we focus on the most natural generalized
linear model for classification, namely logistic regression, where Yy,...,Y, € {—1,1} are indepen-
dent and satisfy

1
*
Py (Vi = 1) = oG, 0),  o(t) = 1——
for deterministic covariates z1,...,z, € R% and some unknown target vector §* € R%. In this case,

the log-likelihood ratio statistic is defined as

SUPgeRd H?=1 U(Yi@i, 9>)
| J U(Yi@i’ 9*>)

The first question is to understand the distribution of this statistic. In the case of independent and
identically distributed random covariates X1, ..., X,, the classical asymptotic behavior as n — o0
is well understood through Wilks’ phenomenon; see, for instance, the classical papers of Wilks [77,
pp. 62] and Chernoff [15, Theorem 1]. When d and 6* are fixed and the usual regularity assumptions

hold, this suggests (in Section 4.3 we discuss a version of this phenomenon in the broader regime
d3? /n — 0)

A8 (0*) = Al°8(0*; 2y, ... 2 Y1, ..., Y,) = log

(1)

* d ].
AB(0* Xy, . XY, Y = 5;(3.

However, logistic regression is well known to exhibit phenomena that are invisible from this
classical asymptotic viewpoint. In particular, even the existence of the maximum likelihood es-
timator is a delicate question, closely related to separation of the data; see the classical work of
Albert and Anderson [3] and, for Gaussian random design, Candes and Sur [12]. These difficulties
are not only technical. They reflect the fact that the likelihood geometry of logistic regression can
be far from locally quadratic, as used in the classical Wilks theorem.

From the modern point of view, the limitation of the classical asymptotic result is not only that
it is asymptotic. More importantly, it describes only one particular regime, where d and 6* are
fixed and n — 0. High-dimensional asymptotic results of Sur, Chen and Candes [5/], and further
developments in this direction [53, 58], show that even under Gaussian design and proportional
asymptotics d/n — &, the usual x? approximation can fail. These results work in structured random



design asymptotic regimes. In particular, [51] studies likelihood ratio tests involving a fixed number
of coordinates, while [53] develops a broader high-dimensional MLE theory for Gaussian logistic
regression. Our question is different: we ask what can be guaranteed in finite samples, for the full
log-likelihood ratio, uniformly over the design and over the target parameter.

Given 6 € (0,1), write Qi_s(Z) = inf{t e R : P(Z < t) > 1 — &} for the (1 — §)-quantile of a
scalar random variable Z. We are interested in the quantile of the log-likelihood ratio for logistic
regression:

Qs (Afg(9*§ T1mn; Ylﬂ)) :

Here and below, x1., denotes 1, ..., T,, Y1., denotes Y7,...,Y,, and a = b means that cb < a < Cb
for universal positive constants ¢, C'. The main result of the paper can be summed up as follows.

Simplified worst case fixed design bounds. Assume that n > d > 1 and § € (0,1/e], and,
when d = 2, that n > 16 and § < 1/(16e?). Then

log <}5) , d=1,

1
sup Qi (Al?g(e*;wlzn;Yl:n)) = { logloglogn + log <5> , d=2,

Z1,...,xn€R?

0"eR! dlog (%) + log <(15> , 3<d<n.
\

See Theorem 2.1 for d > 3, and Corollary 3.1 (upper bound) and Proposition 2.3 (lower
bound) for d = 1; for d = 2, see Corollary A.1 and Theorem A.1.

This should be compared with the nonasymptotic quantiles suggested by the Wilks limit. Indeed
(see e.g., Lemma 2.3 below), for ¢ € (0,1/2], it holds that

Qi-s(x3) = d + log (%)
Thus, in particular, for d > 3, in the worst case over deterministic designs, the dimension term is
inflated by the factor log(en/d), while the tail term log(1/d) remains of the same order as in the
XZ benchmark. In this regime, our result says that this logarithmic factor is the only price for a
completely uniform finite sample guarantee. As an upper bound on the quantile, it does not assume
anything about the existence of the MLE and holds for every deterministic design and every 6*.
Moreover, we construct explicit designs and target parameters showing that the logarithmic factor
is unavoidable.
At the same time, the logarithmic price is tightly connected with the geometry of the design.
Our second message is that it disappears for Gaussian random design.

Simplified consequence of Theorem 3.1 and Corollary 3.2: Gaussian design. Let X1,..., X,
be i.i.d. N (0, ). Then, for every § € (0, 1] such that n > d + log(1/6),

1
sup Qi_s (A}fg(G*;th;Ym)) =d + log <5> .
6*cRd

Therefore, arbitrary deterministic designs and Gaussian random designs lead to different fi-
nite sample pictures. For Gaussian random design one always has the nonasymptotic Xfl—type
upper bound d + log(1/d), uniformly over the target parameter. At the origin, the exact scale is



min{n,d + log(1/6)}, including its natural saturation at n. This is the sense in which the present
results go beyond both the classical Wilks asymptotics and the modern proportional asymptotic
theory: the upper bounds are finite sample, apply to the full likelihood ratio, allow arbitrary target
parameters, do not require the MLE to exist, and in the main worst case theorem are uniform over
all deterministic designs.

Interpretation: the geometry of likelihood-ratio confidence sets. One consequence of our
upper bounds is that they give genuinely nonasymptotic confidence sets for fixed design logistic
regression. Namely, for n > d, define

~

@1;% = {9 e R%: Al%8(9) < dlog(en/d) + log(l/é)} ) (2)
Then, for every deterministic design 1,...,x, € R%, every §* € R%, and every § € (0, 1),
P (0" O)%) > 1-0.

This statement does not assume anything about the conditioning of the design, does not impose
any restriction on [|6*|2, and does not require the maximum likelihood estimator to exist.

The price for this level of generality is that the geometry of (3)12% should not be expected
to be ellipsoidal. In the Wilks regime, this geometry is usually read from the local quadratic
approximation of the likelihood. In logistic regression, the quadratic expansion is driven by the

Hessian:
n

VeAREO)|g_ge = D 0@, 0))o(—(ai, 07))aia] .
i=1
The weights o (t)o(—t) decay like e ~I*l for large |t|. Specifically, for all real t, o(t)o(—t) < e~*l, hence
observations with (even moderately) large margin |(x;, 0*)| contribute very little to the curvature.
Even for a fixed well-specified deterministic design, the local information matrix may therefore be
nearly singular, and the usual ellipsoidal Wilks geometry may no longer describe the likelihood-ratio
confidence set.

This is not a pathological corner case. Large margins correspond to low-noise logistic models,
where the labels are close to deterministic. In the extreme realizable limit, if the observed labels
are separable, the infimum of the empirical logistic loss is approached along rays going to infinity,
and the natural geometry is closer to a cone of separating directions than to an ellipsoid; see, for
instance, [3, 17]. Our results are aimed at the intermediate regime between these two pictures. The
likelihood need not be locally quadratic in any useful uniform sense, but the model also need not
be fully realizable. The confidence set (2) remains valid throughout this regime.

1.1 Our results in the context of the related literature

Our analysis draws on several related lines of work. We outline them briefly and explain how they
enter our results.

Classical and modern asymptotics. The classical route to likelihood ratio inference is local
and quadratic. Wilks’ theorem [57] is one manifestation of this principle. More generally, the local
asymptotic normality theory of Le Cam [37, 35|, developed further for instance by Ibragimov and
Khas'minskii [29] and presented in modern form in van der Vaart [55], is based on a quadratic ap-
proximation of the log-likelihood ratio in a neighborhood of the true parameter. Related asymptotic



Wilks phenomena for generalized likelihood ratio statistics, including nonparametric and semipara-
metric settings, were studied by Fan, Zhang and Zhang [21].

For logistic regression, this local quadratic viewpoint is correct in the classical regular regime,
but it is not robust to the regimes considered in this paper. In particular, when the margins are
large, the Fisher information may degenerate, the MLE may fail to exist, and no useful uniform
quadratic expansion is available. Our worst case analysis does not rely on such an expansion. In
the Gaussian random design case, where a quadratic expansion can be useful, we combine it with
a separate argument for the complementary regime where the expansion no longer controls the
likelihood globally.

A different asymptotic perspective was developed by Sur, Chen and Candes [5] and Sur and
Candes [53]. These works show that the classical Wilks calibration can fail even for Gaussian
random design in proportional high-dimensional asymptotics. In particular, [51] studies likelihood
ratio tests for a fixed number of coordinates in high-dimensional logistic regression and obtains a
rescaled chi-square limit rather than the classical chi-square limit. This is quite different from our
setting. We study the full log-likelihood ratio statistic in finite samples, with no assumption on the
design, no restriction on #*, and no requirement that the MLE exists.

There is also a secondary asymptotic message in our results. If one insists on the actual
Wilks approximation under Gaussian random design, then the aspect ratio d/n is not the only
relevant scale. In the null Gaussian design model, we show that approximation of 27108 (0) by X?l in
Kolmogorov distance is governed by d*/2 /n: it holds when d3/? /n — 0, and fails when this condition
does not hold. Thus the proportional regime d/n — k > 0 is already beyond the classical Wilks
scale, while our finite sample bounds remain valid across all these regimes. The sufficient condition
d3/2 /n — 0 has a relevant precedent in Portnoy’s version of the Wilks theorem [/1], and also appears
in recent fourth order finite sample expansions [51] under different regularity assumptions.

Finite sample likelihood expansions and logistic MLE. A closely related line of work
studies likelihood ratio statistics through finite sample versions of Wilks’ theorem. The approach
of Spokoiny [50], and its extensions [, 52], gives nonasymptotic Fisher and Wilks expansions under
possible model misspecification and growing dimension. These results are closer in spirit to the
finite sample likelihood inference considered here. At the same time, their mechanism is still local
and quadratic: one proves concentration of the MLE in a suitable neighborhood and then controls
the error of a quadratic expansion of the likelihood process. For logistic regression, this is precisely
the step that becomes unstable when the margins are large.

There is also a substantial finite sample literature on the MLE and empirical risk minimization
in logistic regression. Bach [0] introduced a self-concordant analysis for logistic regression, and
Ostrovskii and Bach [13] developed a general finite sample theory for M-estimators based on self-
concordance. More recently, Kuchelmeister and van de Geer [35] and Hsu and Mazumdar [25]
studied finite sample estimation under Gaussian designs, with particular attention to small noise
or high signal regimes. The work of Chardon, Lerasle and Mourtada [!1] gives sharp finite sample
guarantees for the existence and excess risk of the logistic MLE under regular random designs, with
explicit dependence on ||6*|2.

In contrast, we do not study the estimation error of the MLE, and in our main fixed design
results we do not require the MLE to exist at all. The statistic Aj® (0*) remains well defined even
when the infimum of the empirical logistic loss is approached only at infinity. We note that, in the
Gaussian random design case, we do use the quadratic theory of [I1] in the regular regime, but
we complement it by a separate argument for the complementary regime where such a quadratic
analysis no longer controls the likelihood globally.



Shtarkov sums and regret bounds for logistic regression. A different line of work comes
from the connection between likelihood ratios, logarithmic loss regret, and Shtarkov sums. In the
fully sequential setting, the covariates are also revealed online. At round i, after observing xi.;
and yi1.,—1, the strategy assigns probabilities ¢;(- | 1.;, ¥1.;—1) to the next label. If the strategy has
deterministic regret R, against the logistic class, then

n

n
Z —log qi(yi | 1.4, yr1:i-1) — eirgd 2 —logo(yi{zi,0)) < Ry
i=1 =1

implies

Py (Algg(e*) > R, + log (%)) <4

This viewpoint is closely related to the idea of converting online guarantees into confidence sets
due to Abbasi-Yadkori, Pdl and Szepesvari [!] and to recent sequential confidence constructions for
logistic and generalized linear models [39, 34, 10].

However, standard sequential regret bounds for logistic regression [32] are not directly suited
to our regime. In the worst case for online prediction, proper logistic regret necessarily depends on
the comparator norm, which can make the resulting confidence bounds vacuous for large [|60*||2; see
[25]. The more relevant setting is transductive: the whole design z1, ..., x, is known in advance,
and only the labels are predicted sequentially. Recent work of Qian, Rakhlin and Zhivotovskiy [17]
shows that transductive priors can yield finite sample logistic regret bounds without dependence
on the design vectors or on the norm of the optimal parameter.

The natural extremal object behind sharp transductive regret is the Shtarkov sum, introduced

in universal coding by Shtarkov [19]. Related regret and redundancy quantities have a long history;
see, for example, [10]. For logistic models, early geometric analysis appears in Dowty [20], while
more recent work studies precise minimax regret in special settings [30, 18, 31, 21, 22, 23]. Many

of these results, while sharp, are either asymptotic or tailored to particular design ensembles or
parameter regimes. We also note that nonasymptotic Bayesian analyses of regret often rely on
local quadratic behavior of the Fisher information [9, 32]. In contrast, our fixed design analysis
gives sharp finite sample control of the logistic Shtarkov sum for arbitrary deterministic designs and
without any restriction on |6*|2. This yields the upper bound dlog(en/d), and our lower bounds
show that this scale is unimprovable in the worst case.

1.2 Structure of the paper
The rest of the paper is organized as follows.

e In Section 2 we prove the main worst-case result. We first reduce the problem to a statement
about likelihood ratios over subspaces, then prove the upper bound through Shtarkov sums
and hyperplane arrangements, and finally give a matching lower bound using Vandermonde
subspaces.

e In Section 3 we study regimes where the logarithmic factor is absent. We prove nonasymptotic
x2-type bounds for univariate generalized linear models and for Gaussian random design. We
also study behavior near the origin for rotationally invariant designs, where the worst-case
logarithmic factor does not appear.

e In Section 4 we collect several boundary and sharpness results. We prove sharp bounds for
logistic Shtarkov sums, including matching leading constants when d divides n and n/d — .
We also treat the special two-dimensional case, showing that uniform x2-type behavior is



already impossible there; the matching upper bound is stated in Theorem A.1. Finally,
under Gaussian random design at the origin, we show that the validity of the classical Wilks
approximation for the full log-likelihood ratio statistic is governed by the scale d3/2 /n, rather
than by the usual aspect ratio d/n.

e Appendix A gives the Al disclosure, the matching upper bound in dimension d = 2 with its
proof sketch, and the final prompt used in our tests for that result.

2 Worst-case likelihood ratio in high dimensions

In this section, we analyze the likelihood-ratio statistic in dimensions d > 2. The behavior depends
substantially on the dimension. The univariate case admits sharper y3-type bounds, in fact for
a broader class of generalized linear models, and is treated separately in Section 3.1. The main
lower bound construction in the present section requires d > 3. The remaining case d = 2 exhibits
unusual behavior. In Section 4.2 we prove a lower bound of the smaller order logloglogn, and the
matching upper bound is given in Theorem A.1 in the appendix.

Let us recall our model. Assume that Y7,...,Y, € {—1,1} are independent and satisfy
N 1
Po(Y; = 1) = o((x,07%)), o(t) = 1ot (3)
for deterministic covariates z1,. .., z, € R% In this case, writing

0n(0) = > log (1 + exp(—Yi(;,0))),
i=1

the log-likelihood ratio statistic (1) takes the form
Al°8(0%) = £,(0*) — inf £,(6).
PR

In this work, we are interested in the extreme behavior of this quantity, analyzed either through
its expected value or its quantiles. In this section, we study the (upper) quantiles of scalar random
variables. For Z a scalar random variable, we define

Q1_s(2) :inf{zeR|P(Z<z) > 1—5}.
First, in the fized design setup consider the quantities

FD 1
E(n,d) = sup EANBO21.0;Y1m),
z1,...,tn€RY
0*eR4

Qlle)é(na d) = sup Q1—5 (Aly(b)g(e*;xlsn;)/l:n))-
$17---7$nERd
0*eR?
Above, the randomness is over the realization of Y7, ..., Y,. Similarly, in the case of random design,
we consider

E™(n,d) = sup BAWEO"; XiniVin), and OfPi(n,d) = sup Qus(ARE(0%; Ximi Yi))-
G*ERd,P O*ERd,P
The randomness is over the realization of Y7., | Xi., according to the logistic model and X7., Hd- p,
Here, supremum is over probability measures P on R,
Our first main result follows.



Theorem 2.1 (Worst-case behavior of the logistic LLR statistic). Forn >d >3 and any é € (0,1],
it holds that

1
QfP5(n. d) = QfPs(n.d) = dlog (=) + log 5. (4a)
In particular, it holds that
EFP(n,d) = ERP(n,d) = dlog <%) (4b)

In Section 2.4.2, we deduce Theorem 2.1 as a consequence of Lemma 2.1, Proposition 2.1 and
Proposition 2.4, as described below.
2.1 Reformulation via subspaces and upper bounds of Theorem 2.1

The statement in Theorem 2.1 is perhaps more naturally formulated in terms of subspaces. We
define for a subspace W < R", a vector v € R™ and ¢ € {—1,1}", the quantity

T'w(g;v) = sup log pw(€)7 where p,(g) = HU(&'W)- (5)

weW p’U (8) i=1

Whenever the law of € is not displayed explicitly, we understand that € ~ p,. We also define

E*(nk)= sup supBE.o, Tiw(siv), and Qi_g(n.k) = sup  supQs(Tw(esv)) (6)
WcR"™ veW WcR™ veW
dim(W)<k dim(W)<k

where the quantile in the definition of Q}_s(n, k) is taken under € ~ p,.

Lemma 2.1 (Reformulation via subspaces). Fiz integers n,d > 1. Let z1,...,x, € R and let
0* € R%. Form a design matriz X € R™ % which has rows z],...,z}. Set W = ran(X) and put
v* = X0*. Then, the following hold true:

(i) the LLR statistic satisfies Aifg(é?*; Z1m; Y1) = Dw (Yip; 0*); and
(i) in fized design, the worst-case LLR statistic satisfies

EP(n,d) = max E*(n,k) and QPs(n,d)= max Qi s(n,k),

1<k<nAad 1<k<nAad
for any § € (0,1).

Proof Claim (i) follows immediately from the definition of the log-likelihood statistic and the
observational model (3). Claim (ii) follows as

EP(n,d) = sup sup Elanx)(e; X0%) = sup sup El'yw(e;0) = sup E*(n,k).
XeRnxd g*cRd d'W(?/[B)T;d veW 1<k<min{n,d}

The reduction in the last equality holds by letting E*(n,0) = 0 since a design of rank zero leads
to W = {0} and I'(gy(g;0) = 0. Thus, the index k = 0 never attains the maximum. Lastly, a
completely analogous argument holds for the quantile. [ |

The next result provides some bounds on the stochastic behavior of I'yy (g;v).

Proposition 2.1 (Upper bounds on the logistic LLR). Fiz 1 < k < n. For any k-dimensional
subspace W < R™ and any v e R", let € ~ p,. Then, for any § € (0,1), it holds that

ETw(e;v) < klog %, and Qi_s (Fw(a;v)) < klog (%) + log (%)

8



Remark 2.1 (Equivalent statements to Proposition 2.1). By way of the equivalence in Lemma 2.1(i),
we can equivalently formulate Proposition 2.1 as follows. Suppose z1,...,z, € R%, fix * € R? and
§€(0,1). Let r = rank(X) < min{n, d}, where X € R"*? is the design matrix formed with rows
:rZT If » = 0, then Afg(G*; Z1m; Y1) = 0 identically. If » > 1, then the log-likelihood ratio statistic
satisfies

1
EA}fg(G*; 15 Y1) < 1rlog il and P (Alrf’g(H*;xl;n; Y1) < rlog e + log (5)> >1-9,
r r

and these bounds hold uniformly over all deterministic choices of z1,...,z, and all §* € R%,
The proof of the upper bound is based on the Shtarkov sum associated with the logistic model,
introduced by Shtarkov [19] in the context of universal coding. For the sake of presentation, we

discuss this object in detail in Section 4.1; here we only use the following immediate consequence
of Theorem 4.1. For a subspace W < R", define

Sog(W) = Z sup puw(e).
ce{—1,1)n WEW

This quantity is equivalently the exponential moment of the likelihood-ratio statistic at A = 1.
Indeed, for every v € R, since p,(¢) > 0 for all € € {—1,1}", we have

wl€ o
Ecvp, exp(Tw (;0)) = 2 pu(€) sup P (( )) = Z Sup pu(e) = S8(W).
ey weW Puvl€ ce{oT,1)m weWw

In particular, this exponential moment is independent of the center v.

The next lemma is the key input for the upper bound. Its proof is deferred, in essence, to
Section 4.1, where we also discuss the sharpness of this estimate and give a more detailed analysis
of the moment generating function at A = 1.

Lemma 2.2 (Shtarkov sum upper bound for subspaces). Let 1 < k < n, and let W < R"™ be a
k-dimensional subspace. Then, for every v e R,

B et - s < 55 (7) < ()"

=0

Proof Writing W = ran(U) for some matrix U € R™ ¥, the quantity S1°8(W) is exactly the
Shtarkov sum of a k-dimensional logistic model with design vectors given by the rows of U. There-

fore Theorem 4.1 gives
k
log < MY < ()
=0 < % (7)< ()

The claim follows. |

Proof (of Proposition 2.1) By Lemma 2.2,

k
By exp(T (e < ()

Jensen’s inequality gives

E.p, Tw(e;v) < logEcvp, exp(Tw(e;v)) < klog %,
Similarly, Markov’s inequality gives, for every ¢ > 0,
Pevp, (Fw(é‘; v) > klog (%) + t) <e™.
Taking t = log(1/4) yields the claimed quantile bound. u



2.2 Lower bounds on the logistic LLR and Vandermonde subspaces

The main difficulty in proving Theorem 2.1 is obtaining lower bounds that match Proposition 2.1.
It requires us to construct worst-case pairs (W, v), where W < R™ and v € W. In this section, we
present multiple lower bounds on the logistic LLR. First, a simple lower bound at the origin, in
fixed design, in Proposition 2.2. Second, in Proposition 2.4, we present a lower bound that contains
the needed multiplicative logarithmic inflation required to establish Theorem 2.1.

Proposition 2.2 (Lower bounds on the logistic LLR in fixed design). Fiz 1 < k < n. For any
k-dimensional subspace W < R, it holds that

1
Iw(e;0) = §HPW<€H%-
Above, Py denotes the orthogonal projection onto the subspace W. Consequently, ETy (g;0) > %
In particular if k > 3 and 6 € (0,1/2], then Qi_s(Tw (£;0)) = k.

Proof We can write W = ran(U) for some U € R™* with UTU = I;. Set h(0) = (1+0)log(1+0)+
(1—0)log(1— ). Note that k() = 62 for |§| < 1. Applying the variational characterization stated
and proved later in Lemma 3.1 with v = 0 (hence p; = 1/2 and Dy (Ber (1%5) | Ber (3)) = h()/2),
we obtain

) ” 1 1
T (e;0) = inf > h(6) > S|UUTe|f = 5| Pwel3
=1

1
2 se[—11],UTo=UTe
which furnishes the lower bound. Put Z = ||Pye[3. Since

EZ="Tr(Py) =k,  Var(Z)=4) (Pw)}; <2k,

1<j

the expectation bound follows. Moreover, Cantelli’s inequality gives, for k = 3,

k 2k 200 1
PlZ€«f—|€Sf—— "——F7 =< —<—-.
10) = 2k + (9k/10)2 ~ 443 ~ 2
Thus, for every t < k/20, P(I'w(g;0) < t) < 1/2 <1 -4, and hence Q;_s(I'w(g;0)) = k/20. [ ]

Proposition 2.3 (Lower bound for coordinate subspaces). There exists a constant ¢ > 0, such
that for any 1 <k <n and any § € (0,1/2], it holds that

1
?\lelg Qi_s (Fspan{el7.,,7ek} (g5 A(er + -+ ek))) >c (k + log 5).

Proof We use the shorthand notation
Wi = span{ei,...,ex}, and 1p=e; + - + e

Fix A € R. Then, by construction, for every € € {—1,1}",

k k
Puw () o(eiw;)
I'w, (e; A1) = sup lo = sup lo = — > logo(g;N).
W& ALk) et DAL, (2) wewki; ey Z; gole)
First consider A = 0. Then, I'wy, (&;0) = klog2, for all € € {—1,1}", so
Q1_5 (FWk (6; 0)) . k'log 2. (7)

10



Next, fix v € (6,1) and consider v = log(1=2— 1/k )1;C On the event A = {e; = --- = g, = —1}, we
have,

1/k l/k 1
FWk< log(1= l/k ) Z logU( log (2 )) = log -

Additionally, with A = log(= i /k/ ), we have P,,, (A) =~ > §. Therefore,

Px1,

1
Py, (er (65 M1)) > log =) =7 > 6.
Y
By the definition of the (1 — ¢)-quantile and taking the supremum over «y € (4, 1),
1
sup Q1 5 (Twy (£ A1) ) = log . (8)
AeR 0
Combining eq. (7) and eq. (8), we obtain

1 log 2 1
s(Tw. (e 01 )>k:1 2v1 727(k 1 7>,
§2§Q1 6< wi (€ Alk) 082V I8 1+ log2 * %85

as required. |

Next, we study a family of subspaces, which we refer to as Vandermonde subspaces, V,, . < R".
These subspaces are at the core of the argument for the lower bound of Theorem 2.1 showing the
necessity of the logarithmic factor. Given ti,...,t, € [0, 1], these subspaces are defined as

Vso(ts, - - tn) = { (p(tr), .., p(tn)) | pe R[t], degp <k —1 }

Above, R|[t] denotes the set of polynomials in the indeterminate ¢ with real coefficients. We
refer to V;,, as a Vandermonde subspace because it can be realized as the range of a suitably
constructed Vandermonde matrix. Indeed, if p € R[t] with degp < k — 1, then there exists
a = (ag,...,ar_1) € R¥ such that p(t) = Z? o a;t’. Consequently, we have

p(t1) 1oty - !
o= o S 2
p(tn) 1 oty - thl
Hence V,, i(t1,...,t,) is exactly the range of the n x k Vandermonde matrix above. In particular,
if t1,...,t, are pairwise distinct and k < n, then dim(V}, 1 (t1,...,t,)) = k, as the first k£ rows form

a square Vandermonde matrix with determinant [ [, ;<) (t; —t:) # 0. For 3 < k < n, we also
consider the vector
. 1k—1
Upk =0 1——]1— |1,
n 2

Proposition 2.4 (Lower bounds for Vandermonde subspaces). There exists a constant ¢ > 0 such
that for any 3 < k < n, for any 6 € (0, %], it holds that:

(i) in fized design, we have

en 1
i1€1£0<t1<1 f<tn\ Qi_s (FmG(tl,.‘.,tn)(sa Aln)) =c (k log & + log g)

11



(ii) for any probability measure P on [0,1] such that Ty, ..., T, P are almost surely distinct,

in random design we have

en 1
. > - -
?\161301—5 (Fvn,k(Tl,...,Tn)(E,Aln)) =c <klog et log 5),

where the randomness above is over both Ty, ..., T, and €1., | Tin;

(iii) for any probability measure P on [0,1] such that Ty, ..., T, - pare almost surely distinct,
we have

en
i E. T g, > inf E. T g > cklog —.
Tl,m,TnL}A\dAP e Vn,k(Tl,m,Tn)( ) n,k) = 0<ty <<ty <1 € Vn’k(tl,...,tn)( ’ n,k) = g L

The proof is deferred to Section 2.4.1.

Comparison of quantiles: Wilks’ phenomenon versus nonasymptotic bounds. The lim-
iting behavior of the LLR statistic in classical asymptotic theory, known as Wilks’ phenomenon [57,

], predicts that 2AN%(6%) — x2 in distribution as n — oo, with the dimension d and parame-
ter §* € R? being fixed. Consequently, for any fixed & € (0,1/2], Q;_s(2AKE(6%)) — Q1-5(x3),
and Lemma 2.3 below shows that this quantity is exactly of order d + log(1/d). By contrast,
Proposition 2.4(i) shows that for the worst-case (Vandermonde) fixed design, Ql,g(A}fg(e*)) by
dlog(en/d) + log(1/6) whenever n > d > 3 and ¢ € (0, 1/e].

Lemma 2.3. There is a constant C > 0 such that for any d =1 and any § € (0,1/2], it holds that

o) e o)

The proof of Lemma 2.3 is deferred to Section 2.5.

2.3 The lower-bound factor log(n/d) comes from genuinely non-extreme values
of 0.

In this section we present complementary results showing that, for the Vandermonde design used in
the deterministic lower bound construction, neither the pure noise regime nor the very large signal
regime is responsible for the logarithmic factor. We begin with the case 8* = 0. For simplicity of
the proof, we focus on the illustrative case d = 3, where the logarithmic factor already appears for
the worst-case target #*. Thus, at least for this design, the lower bound from Proposition 2.4 must
be generated by genuinely intermediate values of the signal. The proof will essentially reduce the
problem to a one-dimensional optimization, where the supremum over three-dimensional vectors is
replaced by a supremum over their norm.

Proposition 2.5. Assume d = 3, n = 3, and consider the Vandermonde design as used in the
proof of the lower bound Proposition 2.4, namely

z; = (1,1,i%), i € [n].

Then, for every 6 € (0,1),
P (AE(0) < 21610g(6/6) ) = 1 0.

12



Remark 2.2. The approach used in the proof is quite general and goes beyond the special case of
the Vandermonde design. We will see that the key quantity is the maximal diagonal entry of the
corresponding orthogonal projector. We note, however, that the computation is still quite specific
to * = 0, and in general it will not scale well in high dimensions: it might lead to suboptimal
dependence on d in higher dimension, but still allows us to remove any dependence on n in our
case.

Proof Since 6* = 0, we have [[;", o({z;,0*)) = 27™. Moreover, ¥ = (Y7,...,Y,) consists of
independent Rademacher random variables. Using that for all real ¢,

1 et/2

=173
EA R cosh(t/2)’

hence log(20(t)) = t/2 —log cosh(t/2). Define the subspace V = {(a + bi + ¢i*)"_; : a,b,c € R} and,
for every i € [n] and 6 € RY, let v; = (#,;)/2. Since o(0) = 1/2, we deduce the following identity

A°8(0) = sup Z log (M) = sup {<Y vy — 2 log( cosh(vz))} .

PcR4 i=1 U(O) i=1
Let IIyy € R™*"™ denote the orthogonal projector onto V. For every v € V| we have
Y0y = dyY,v) < [y Yo,

and by the same computation

Joil < KMyei, v)] < [Mvesf|of] = /e T e o] = /(v )i [ v]. (9)

We can easily check that an orthogonal basis of V' is given by (ug); = 1, (u1); = i — "5~ (u2); =

((u1);)? — ™ _1 . An elementary computation gives

2 . n+1\2 180 (( il)2_n2—1>2
2 12(@—7) N 2 2 <9 (10)
= Uk”z n(n® —1) n(n? —1)(n* —4) n

Now consider ¢ (z) = bg(cz%, for z > 0, and set M2 = max;(Ily);. An elementary analysis

shows that v is decreasing on (0, +00). Thus, by (9), we have

u log(cosh(M,, |v
Z g(cosh(My|v]))

Zlog cosh(v;)) (Malv])) = [v]*e (Mnlv]) = 2 )

=1 =1

and therefore, combining the above inequalities, we reduce the upper bound to a one-dimensional

optimization by taking the supremum with respect to the norm of v:

log(cosh(M,r)) 1
IV ﬁsup (r M, |11y Y| — log(cosh(r))) .

n r=0

A5(0) < sup (runm -
r=0

It is straightforward to check that for any w € [0, 1], it holds that sup(wr — log(cosh(r))) < w?.

r=0

Therefore, whenever M, |IIyY| < 3, it holds that

M |11y Y[*

A}log( ) = M2

= [y Y.
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Note that [Ty Y[? = Y7_ 0< ’Hu H> Since for any k € {0,1,2} and A € R it holds that
Eexp < < , Hu I >) exp(A , we have for any ¢ > 0,

< Huk>‘/t) 6 exp(—t2/2),

which implies that, on the intersection of the event {MnHHvYH < %} and an event of probability
at least 1 — 4,

P(IIyY[? > 3t*) <P ( max
ke{0,1,2}

[Ty Y| < 61og(6/9).
Note that when n > 2161og(6/d), on the event |IIyY|> < 61log(6/5) we have, using (10),

n 1
My Y|? <61 < — < —,
Iy Y| < 6log(6/9) < o YRYE

and therefore the event { M,|Ily'Y'| < 1} also holds. This proves the statement for n > 216 log(6/5).
Otherwise, if n < 2161og(6/0), we have

1
A%%(0) < log <2_n> < 2161og(2) log(6/6) < 2161og(6/9).
The claim follows. [ |

The next elementary result shows that the extreme regime where minep,) [(x;, 0%)| is large
corresponds essentially to the one-dimensional case. This also confirms that in our lower bound the
worst-case example does not correspond to this extreme regime. The point is that the proof does
not go through the Shtarkov sum at A = 1. Indeed, that route necessarily produces a logarithmic
factor at the level of the moment generating function. Instead, we work at the scale A = 1/2. In
this way, the square root appearing at A = 1/2 removes the logn factor that is unavoidable at

A=1
Proposition 2.6. Assume that n > 2,d > 1 and minp, [{z;,0*)| = 3log(n). Then, for every
de (0,1),

Py (Aiﬁg(e*) < zlog(2/5)) >1-4.

Proof Set m = ming[,) [(z;,0")|. For 6 € R and € € {—1,1}", let py(e) = [, o(ei(zi, 0)). We

have
EeXP@Ai?g(@*)): Y, Ve (o) sup +/Pp(e) < > V(o).

ee{—1,1}7 0eR ee{—1,1}7

Now, given 6*, there is just one assignment of signs ¢’ such that ¢} = sign({x;,0*)) for all i € [n].
For e € {—1,1}", let dpu(e,e’) denote the Hamming distance between € and €’. Since o(-) < 1, and
on every coordinate where ¢; # ¢} we have

o(ei{x;,0")) <o(—m) <e ™,

it follows that
por(e) < exp(—mdu(e,€")).
Therefore, it holds that

RV ICEDS (Z>emm C(L+em?) < (1 " 1/) <2,

ee{—1,1}n k=0
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Then, by Markov’s inequality, for any ¢ > 0,

P (A5(0%) > t) < E[exp (A5(0%)/2)] - o7/ < 20712,
and the conclusion follows by plugging ¢ = 21og(2/6). [ |
2.4 Proofs

2.4.1 Proof of Proposition 2.4

We start with Claim (i). Fix 0 <t < --- <t, < 1. We use the shorthand notation

k—1
W:mG(tl,...,tn), and 7 = {2J
Choose auxiliary points ty < t; and t,1 > t,. Define
tiog +t; ti+ti
u; = %, v = lTHl, qi(t) = (t —u;)(t —v;), forie[n],

Then ¢;(t;) < 0, while ¢;(ts) > 0 for every ¢ # i. Hence, for every I c [n] with |I| < r, the
polynomial pr(t) = [],c; ¢;(t) has degree at most 2|I| < 2r <k — 1. Hence

w(I) = (p](tl),...,p[(tn)) e W,

and its sign pattern is

L, j¢lL

Therefore, for every € € {—1,1}" with at most r negative coordinates, there exists w € W such that

-1, jel

sign(w;) =¢; forall 1, (11)

and hence sup,-opaw(€) = 1. Take s = 1 v |%]. Also set \g = o7 1(1 — £). If &€ ~ pyy1,,, then by
construction,

N(e) = ]{z eln] e = _1}‘ ~ Bin(n, %)

On the event {s < N(e¢) < r}, we have

1
Fw(e; Moly) = —logpag, (€) = N(e) log% + (n—N(e)) log —s/n > slog —
If r < 3, then s = 1. Consequently,
1yn=1 1
P(N(e) e [s,7]) = P(N(e) = 1) = (1 - H) > = (12)

If » > 4, then s = [%J, and hence r > 4s. Since s is a median of Bin(n, 2), we have by the

multiplicative Chernoff bound that

)

s)—P(N(e) = 4s) = % - (Zi)s

pac
=
©
m
B
=l
Il
Jad
=
©
\%
2
|
]
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o
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Combining the previous three displays, we obtain

Qs <FW(€;>\oln)> >Q 1 (Fw(&t; /\oln)) > slog%

e

as ¢ € (0, %] If » < 3, then k < 8 and s = 1. In this case,

slog n_ logn k log — o
S k-
On the other hand, if r > 4, then s > ¢ > %, as k = 3 by assumption. Additionally, s < g, SO
2> %” Therefore
n k 2n - log2
log — = —log — > &= - klog —.
PO T3 BT TR k
Combining the previous three displays, we obtain
log 2
Qs (rw(g; A01n)) > Og klog k . (14)

Now set A, = o~ 1(y'/"), for v > 4. Note Py, (e = ln) = ~. Since 1,, € W (take the constant
polynomial), we have sup,- pa1, (1n) = 1. Hence, on the event {¢ = 1,},

1
w(e; Ay 1n) = —logpa,1, (1n) = 10g;

Since P(e = 1,) = v > 0, the event {T'y(e; A1) = log%} has probability at least v > ¢, so
Qi_s (FW (e; )\,Yln)) > log % As ), is a valid choice of A\ and « > § may be chosen arbitrarily close
to d,

1
sup Qi_s(Pw (g5 A1,)) = log 5 (15)
AeR

Combining (14) and (15),

sup inf Q5 (FVH, (t1,tn) (E5 AL )) max {1(;%2 klog %, log %} (k: log ? + log ;)

AR os<t1<--<tnp<l

as claimed. We can take ¢ = 1052%. This completes the proof of Claim (i).
We now prove Claim (ii). Let P denote a distribution on [0, 1] such that if 71, ..., T, i P, they

are almost surely distinct. Write for short T = (T, ..., T;,) ~ P®" and Wr = ank(Tl, ..., T,). For
each realization with distinct coordinates, let 7 order the coordinates and let II; be the associated
permutation matrix. Then

Vn,k(Tﬂ(l)u cee 7T7r(n)) = HT(WT) FH-,TWT (H7r5§ )\1n) = 1—‘WT (5; )\]—n)

Since ;e ~ py1,, whenever € ~ pyy,,, the bounds for fixed nodes apply conditionally on every such
realization. In particular, (12) and (13) give

1
P (T, (g5 M015) = slog(n/s)’T) >
Integrating with respect to P®" we deduce that
P (Twy (53 Moln) = slog(n/s)) = E[P (Twy (e Aoly) = slog(n/s)|T)] > ~

The same conditioning argument yields the random-design analogue of (15), and in turn, the claim.
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Finally, we prove Claim (iii) and start with the first inequality. Since v, has coordinates all
equal (to 0~ '(1 —r/n)), the resulting distribution p,, , has exchangeable marginals. In particular,
the function

¢ tte [07 1]71 — E [FVnyk(th...,tn)(E; Un,k)|T = t:l

is invariant under permutation of the entries of t. Hence, with T~ P®", we have

E¢T) > _ nf _ o),
which is the first inequality.

For the second one, in light of the previous inequality, we fix an increasing sequence t; < - -+ < t,
in [0,1] and let W denote the Vandermonde subspace V;, (t1,...,t,). By the same argument that
led to (11) in the proof of Claim (i), any sign pattern € € {—1,1}" with at most r negative entries
is achievable by W (in the sense of (11)), hence, similar computations show that

Li (5 vns) > N(@)log (&) - LNV () < 7). (16)

It remains to show that
E[N(e)-1(N(e) <1)] = cr,

for some absolute constant ¢, which amounts to showing that N(e) has enough mass in the lower
tail. We do so in the following lines. We split into two cases: for small values of r, it is enough
to bound from below by an absolute constant, while for large values of r, a more refined bound is
necessary. Fix some threshold rg, to be chosen later.

A naive bound is the following:

E[N()-1(1<N()<r)]=P(1<N()<r) =P(N() <r)—P(N(e) = 0)

>l—<1—f) >- e >

; (17)

This is sufficient for small values of . Now let r = ry and let « € (0, 1), to be chosen later. This
time, we condition on N (e) being of order r, that is, we bound

E[N(g)-1(ar < N(e) <7)] = ar(P(N(e) <r) —P(N(e) < ar)).

As before, we use the fact that r is a median of N(¢), so that P(N(g) < r) = 1/2, and for the other
term, Okamoto’s lower-tail bound [/, Theorem 2], applied with parameter p = r/n and deviation
u=(1—a)r/n, gives

P(N(e) <ar) <exp(—(1—a)*r/2).
Now, set 79 = 8 and a = 1/2, so that the upper bound above is e~/ < 1/e for r > 8 = ry. With

these choices, we obtain that for r > 8,

r 1 T
E[N(e)-1(r/2< N()<n)]=>25-5=—. 1
[N() - 107/2 < Ne) < 1) = 5 < = (18)
To conclude, we relate r and k in both cases. First, it always holds that 2r < (k — 1) < k, hence
n/r > 2n/k, and
n en
log (%) = log(2) -log (%)
og ) > log(2) - log { —

In addition, if < 7, then k£ < 2r 4+ 2 < 16, hence, combining (16) and (17), we conclude that

log 2 en
E.Tw(e;vnk) = 1§8 klog (?> .
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On the other hand, if r > 8, using again that k£ < 2r + 2, we deduce that r > 4k/9 and, combin-
ing (16) and (18),

r n k en log2 en
E. Ty (e;vns) = —log = > — . log2 - log & — Kl (7)
e Twigivng) = {5 log = > g5 -log2-log 5= = == klog o

This concludes the proof of Claim (iii) and Proposition 2.4.

In the next section we provide the proof of the main result, Theorem 2.1. The proof combines
the upper and lower bounds, respectively from Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.4.

2.4.2 Proof of Theorem 2.1

By Proposition 2.1 and in view of eq. (6), we have
1
E*(n,k) < klog %, and Q]_s(n, k) < klog% + log 5 (19)

for any 1 < k < n Adand any 6 € (0,1). For the random-design lower bound, let T7,...,T), id.
Unif(0,1) and set X; = (1,7;,.. .,Tid_l)T. Then the resulting design matrix satisfies ran(X) =
Voa(Th, ..., Ty), while X0* = A\1,, for 6* = Xej. Thus, by Proposition 2.4(ii), taking k = d, we
have

1
O (n,d) = ¢ ((dlog % A n> + log 6). (20)
for all 6 € (0,2] and n > d > 3.

We now deduce the result. The upper comparisons between random and fixed design below
follow by conditioning on Xi.,, applying the uniform fixed-design bounds, and integrating over
X1 For 0 € (0,1/e], we note that

1\ ©
el <<dloge§ A n) + log 6) < QP (n,d) < QTP;(n, d)

(i) (iif) en 1

< T_s(n k) < log — ) log ~.

\dnx Qis(m ) < (1o am) + log

Above, inequality (i) follows from (20), inequality (ii) follows from Lemma 2.1(ii), and inequality

(iii) follows from eq. (19). The display above establishes eq. (4a). For any nonnegative random

variable Z, the definition of the quantile gives P(Z > Q;_5(Z)) > 6, and hence EZ > 0Q;_5(Z).
Thus,

C” en @1 RD
- (dlogg A n) < ng_l(n,d)

€
(i) _rp FD (iii) (iv) en
< ,d) < ,d) < E*(n,k) < dlog — )
£7n,d) < £7(n.d) 1<I£22{Ad (n, k) By
Above, inequality (i) follows from (20), while inequality (ii) follows from the preceding bound with
d = 1/e, inequality (iii) follows from Lemma 2.1(ii), and inequality (iv) follows from eq. (19). The
display above establishes eq. (4b).
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2.5 Remaining proofs and auxiliary results
2.5.1 Proof of Lemma 2.3

Let Zg ~ x2. It is well known (e.g., see [30, eqn. (4.3)]) that P(Zs < z5) = 1 — ¢ holds with
z5 = d + 24/dlog(1/6) 4+ 21log(1/6). In particular,

Q1-5(Za) <z5<ig%{(1+A)d+(2+x1)1 g3} < 3+[<d+1 gé)

where the last inequality follows by choosing A so that 1+ A = 2+ 1/A. This establishes the upper
bound.

For the lower bound, we use the moment generating function of Zg, Ee~*%d = (1 + 2t)~%2 to
obtain:

td 1
< d) < { 19 [e—tZa } _ { td/12 7d/2} <.
P(Z; < {5) %I>1£ el2 E[e” "] %Eg e (14 2t) 5d
The final inequality arose by taking t = &, and log 12 — 35 > 2log2. Hence, P(Z; > %) > % for
all d = 1. Therefore, because 1 — § > 2, We have
d
Qi-5(Za) = Qupa(Za) = 13- (21a)

For d = 2, we have Z; = Zs + Z3_5. Therefore, using the fact that P(Xg <t)=1- e*t/Q7 we have

Q1_5(Zg) = Q1_6(Z2) = 2log (%) (21Db)

Combining eq. (21a) and eq. (21b), we have Q_5(Zy) > & (d+log 5) for d = 2. For d = 1, we have
71 = X? where X ~ N(0,1) which gives Q;_ 5(21) o 1(1 /2) where ®(u) = P(X < u). For
§ € (0,1/4]: Lemma 2.4 gives Qi_5(Z;) = ®~1(1—6/2)> > Zlog . Averaglng with eq (21a) yields
Qi_5(Z1) = Z(1 +1log }). For & € (1/4,1/2]: the quantile satisfies ®~1(1 — §/2)2 > ®71(3/4)? ~
0.455, since Qi_5(Z1) is decreasing in §. As Z(1+log}) < & (1+1log4) ~ 0.177, the bound holds.
Combining the two cases for d = 1 with the bound for d > 2 gives the claimed inequality with
C = 27/2. This concludes the proof of Lemma 2.3.

Lemma 2.4. It holds that =1 (1 — g) > %log% for all 6 € (0,1/4].

Proof We will show that 2¢3°/2(1 — ®(u)) > 1 holds for all u > u, := %. Since § < 1/4

implies us = 4/ % log% > Uy, this gives 263“3/2(1 — ®(ug)) = 1, and by monotonicity of ® we get
®~1(1 — ) > ugs as required. By the Mills-ratio lower bound 1 — ®(u) > arp(u),

2 we”
203°2(1 — d(u)) > —— - —— =1 g(u).
(1= b(w) > = s =g
An elementary analysis shows that the function g is increasing. Hence g(u) = g(up) where ug =
41%g2 corresponds to 0 = 1/4. A direct computation gives
2. 243 ug
Ug) = ‘ ~ 1.004 > 1,
g( 0) \/ﬂ 1+ 41(5g2
completing the proof. [
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3 Situations when the logarithmic factor can be removed

In this section, we develop several results, each showing a situation in which the additional loga-
rithmic overhead of the Vandermonde design is not needed.

3.1 Univariate models and cumulant generating functions

Although our primary motivation in this work is logistic regression, the results of this section
(specifically Section 3.1.2) are developed for general canonical exponential families and generalized
linear models. The variational characterization of the log-likelihood ratio statistic via the convex
conjugate of the cumulant generating function (Proposition 3.2) holds in this generality at no
extra cost and, along with the resulting nonasymptotic Wilks-type bounds, may be of independent
interest for other generalized linear models.

In this section, we consider the cumulant generating function of a random vector Z € R™:

z(\) =logEe*Z, for \e R™.

We also make repeated use of the convex conjugate of the cumulant generating function, which is
defined as [17, pp. 104]:

Yy (z) = sup {/\Tz—sz(A)}.

AeR™
In Section 3.1.1 we study the scalar case, i.e., when m = 1. For exponential families and generalized
linear models, an explicit variational characterization which relates the convex conjugate of the
cumulant generating function of the sufficient statistic with the log-likelihood statistic is developed
in Section 3.1.2. In the univariate case, we are able to prove nonasymptotic variants of Wilks’
theorem by combining these results. We defer most proofs to Section 3.2.

3.1.1 Properties of the cumulant generating function of scalar random variables

The main result in this section regards the convex conjugate of the cumulant generating functions
of scalar random variables. The next result, proved in Section 3.2.1, establishes upper bounds on
the stochastic behavior of the convex conjugate of cumulant generating function of a scalar random
variable applied to itself.

Proposition 3.1. Let Z be a scalar random variable with cumulant generating function 1z (not
necessarily finite on all of R). Then,

(i) for every t > 0, it holds that P(v5(Z) > t) < 2e ' A 1; and
(i) it holds that B4} (Z) <1+ log2.

Note that results similar, but weaker, than Proposition 3.1 exist in the large deviations litera-
ture. For instance, results in the monograph by Dembo-Zeitouni [19, Eqn. (5.1.16)] imply

2
P (w}(Z) > t) <1as——e forallt>0,

-
for any v € [0,1). Notably, the result in Proposition 3.1 is unimprovable.

Remark 3.1 (Proposition 3.1 is sharp). For each o € (0,1), let Z, = eB,, where ¢ and B,
are independent, with ¢ ~ Unif({—1,1}) and B, ~ Beta(l,a). As |Z,| < 1 almost surely, the
cumulant generating function ¥, = ¥z, is finite on R. By taking « sufficiently small, this example
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makes both bounds in Proposition 3.1 arbitrarily sharp: for every fixed ¢ > 0, the probability
P(¢*(Z,) > t) can be made arbitrarily close to 2e A 1, while E1*(Z,) can be made arbitrarily
close to 1 + log 2. See Section 3.2.4 for the details of this calculation. In view of this example, we
see that Proposition 3.1 cannot be improved.

3.1.2 LLR statistics for exponential families and GLMs

The next result describes how the log-likelihood statistic can be written in terms of the convex
conjugate for certain exponential families. We recall two definitions in this direction.

Definition 3.1 (Canonical exponential family). A family of probability measures P = {Fy}gco is
called a canonical exponential family if it is dominated by a o-finite measure p on R”, with the
canonical versions of its densities fixed by

_ap

m (z) = exp {OTT(z) — A(9)}h(z) forall zeR", € 6.

po(2)

Above, the measurable map T: R® — R is referred to as the sufficient statistic, h: R" — R is
measurable, and

A(f) = log fRn exp{0TT(2)}h(z) du(z), O = dom(A) = {# e R¥: A(H) < w0}.

One important case of canonical exponential families is the case of generalized linear models.

Definition 3.2 (Canonical generalized linear model (GLM)). A family of probability measures
P = {Pg}pen is called a canonical generalized linear model (GLM) if there exist a o-finite measure
pon R™, covariates z1, ..., z, € R? and measurable functions h: R — R, and A: R — Ru{+w}
satisfying the log-partition normalization stated below, with the density versions fixed by

n

dP,
ps(y) = d—j(y) = [ [nwi) ] [exp(yia] 8 — A(2]8)), forallye R", BeB.
i=1 i=1

Here, the natural parameter space is B = {# € R? : A(x]3) < oo for all i € [n]}. For logistic
regression with the convention Y; € {—1, 1} used in this paper, set B; = (1 +Y;)/2 € {0,1}. In the
display above, take y = B. Then p is counting measure on {0,1}", h = 1, and A(t) = log(1 + e?).

Note that the correspondence between canonical GLMs and exponential families arises through
the following representation of the density pg. Set

n n

AB) =Y A@B), hy) =]]h(), and T(y)=XTy. (22a)
=1 i=1
Then, we have
paly) = () exp {7T(y) - A(8)}, (22b)

As required in the definition, the following identities hold on R%:

~

A(B) = log f exp{8T T h(w) du(y), B = dom(A).

n
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This puts the canonical GLM {P3}gep in the form of a canonical exponential family. We also note
that in a canonical GLM, the function A and the natural parameter space BB are convex, as inherited
from the more general case of canonical exponential families [10, Theorem 1.6.3].

For exponential families, the log-likelihood statistic has a variational characterization in terms
of the convex conjugate of the cumulant generating function of the sufficient statistic. The proof
is presented in Section 3.2.2.

Proposition 3.2. The following characterizations for the log-likelihood statistic hold:

(i) If P = {Py}gco denotes a canonical exponential family and Z ~ Py« for some 0* € ©, then
the log-likelihood statistic satisfies

lo Suppeo Po(2)

=X (T(2)), for Pyp-almost every z.
Vo (2) Vi) (T(2)),  for Py Y

(i1) If P = {Pg}pen denotes a canonical GLM and Y ~ Pg« for some * € B, then

SUPgep PB (y)

log
pp(y)

- w;Ty(XTy% Jor Pgs«-almost every y,

where X € R™ ¢ denotes the matriz with rows :1:2- corresponding to the covariates in the GLM.
Combining Proposition 3.1 and Proposition 3.2 immediately yields the following results for
log-likelihood statistics in univariate models.

Corollary 3.1. The following hold:

(i) If P = {Pp}loco denotes a univariate canonical exponential family with Z ~ Py« for some
0* € © c R, then the log-likelihood statistic satisfies

2

)

Suppee Po(Z)

po(Z
log M <l+log2 and P <log 7
E pa*( )

po+ (%)
forall § € (0,1); and

< log )21—5

(it) If P = {Pg}gen denotes a univariate canonical GLM with B < R and Y ~ Pg« for some
B* € B, then the log-likelihood statistic satisfies

Y
supgelspﬁ< ) < logg) S1_5

pp(Y) é

supgegpp(Y)

<1l+log2 and P <log
pp(Y)

Elog

for all § € (0,1).

In particular, the logit model is the canonical GLM for the Bernoulli exponential family. The
following result provides a variational characterization of the quantity I'yy defined in (5) appearing
in the subspace reformulation of the LLR statistic in Lemma 2.1.

Lemma 3.1 (Variational characterization of I'yy). Let W < R"™ be a subspace and let Iy, denote
the orthogonal projection onto W. Then for allve W and e € {—1,1}", one has

cv) = ; , A ; 144; .
Dw(ev) = nf Y Da(Ber(w) |Ber(p)) = inf 3 Da(Ber (1) | Ber (o(u)).
My g=Tly B =1 My §=Tye =1
where B; = £ and p; = o(v;).
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3.2 Proofs
3.2.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

To lighten notation, we abbreviate ¢ = ¢z and 9* = 1}, throughout.

Claim (i): Fix t > 0. We define

e Y . t+ (=N
0= Ty e 0= W
P(A) <0 P(—A)<o0
with the convention inf @ = +o00. These thresholds cannot equal —oo (apply the exponential

moment bound at any level a with P(Z > a) > e !, and likewise to —Z). If there exists z € R such
that ¢*(z) > t, then there exists A € R such that Az — 1)(\) > ¢. Therefore, we have the following
inclusion of events,

(WH(2) > 1) S {Z > 2 (1)) 0 {7 < —=_ (). (23)

Chernoff’s inequality gives
P(Z>z () vP(Z<—2_(1) <e'. (24)

(If an infimum is not attained, use an arbitrarily close candidate, as usual; if the corresponding
domain is empty, the event is empty.) The claim follows by combining the inclusion (23), the
inequalities (24), and a union bound.

Claim (ii): By Claim (i),
0

log 2 0
P(1/1}(Z)>t)dtgj ldt—i—J 2¢ ' dt =log2 + 1.
0 log 2

Bv3(2) - |

0

3.2.2 Proof of Proposition 3.2

Claim (i): Let us denote by ¢ the cumulant generating function of 7' under Py+. It is a well-known
identity for canonical exponential families that for 6* € ©, we have [33, pp. 31]

A(0) — A(6%), 0e©

25
+00, else. (25)

o=
Hence, by definition of the convex conjugate it holds that

UHT(2)) = sup { (0 0°)TT() = 0(0 — 0%) | =sup {(6— 6°)TT(2) — (A(B) — A(6"))}.  (26)

HeR* 0O
On the set where h(z) > 0, which has full Pyp--measure, the fixed canonical versions give, simulta-

neously for every 6 € ©, logpg(z) = 07T (2) — A(0) + log h(z). Therefore,

SUpgeo Po(2) N .
log o2y~ sup { logm(e) — o () | =sup { (0= 0)'7() = (49) - 4@) |- (20)

Combining egs. (26) and (27) yields the claim.
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Claim (ii): Applying Claim (i) to the representation in eqgs. (22a) and (22b) gives, for Pg~-almost
every v,

3.2.3 Proof of Lemma 3.1

We work with the alternative parameterization where the outcomes are 0 or 1 to put the problem
in the canonical form of the Bernoulli exponential family and GLM. Let v € W and € € {—1,1}".
Recall that

rten) = up s (55

For every i€ [n], let B; =1(¢; =1) = (1 +¢;)/2 and let B = (By,...,By,) € R". Then

Dy (e;v) = sup > {log(a(wiei)) — log(o(viei)) }
WeW =1
= sup {(w—v, B) — A(w) + A(v)}, (28)

where we use the notation (22a)

n

A(w) =D A(wy) = > log(1 + ")
=1

i=1
and the argument from (27). One can also deduce (28) from the simpler observation that for any
ye{—1,1} and u € R, log(o(yu)) = ul{y = 1} —log(1 + €"). Using (25), we deduce that

Ty (g;v) = Slelgv{@ —v,B—p)—y(w—v)} = ngg{@,B —py — ho(u)}

where p = o(v), applied coordinate-wise and
n
Yolu) = D hy, (us),
i=1

where for a one-dimensional parameter p € [0, 1], h;, denotes the logarithmic Laplace transform of
a (centered) Bernoulli variable with parameter p, namely, for all s € R,

hy(s) = log (EeS(B_p)) =log(1 —p+ pe®) —sp, B ~Ber(p).

Now, we parameterize the subspace W as W = ran(U), with the columns of U forming an
orthonormal basis of W. Since 1, is finite everywhere, the Fenchel duality theorem [17, Theo-
rem 31.1], applied directly to the preceding constrained supremum, gives

n
Iy (e;v) = inf hE ().
w(e: ) aeR":UTa—UT(Bp)i_Zl pl( i)

Finally, we compute the scalar conjugates h; to prove the claim. Since p; = o(v;) € (0,1), it is

enough to compute the scalar conjugate for p € (0,1). We show that

Dy (Ber(p+«) | Ber(p)) ifae(—p,1—p)

“og(1 — - _
B (o) = og(1—p) a=—p
—log(p) a=1-p
+00 fa<—pora>1-—p.
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Indeed, letting ¢ = p + «, we write

h,(a) = sup { u(a+p) — 10§(1 —p+ pe) } = sup {uq —log(l—p+ pe“)}

ueR - - ueR

=Hp o(u)

We observe that
4y o) !
il W=g— — —
P, q 1—p+ pe“p

du
Thus, if ¢ € (0,1), then the optimal u*(«, p) satisfies ;(;1(1_535

= ¢¥" (@) Hence, we then have

B (a) = (1—g)log —2 + qlog% — Du(Ber (¢) | Ber (p))

L=p
By a simple computation (we omit this here), we have, in the case ¢ > 1 that lim,_,o Hj o(u) = 0.
Similarly, if ¢ < 0, then lim, o Hpo(u) = 0. If ¢ = 0, then we have by continuity that
hi(a) = —log(l —p). If ¢ = 1, similarly hj(a) = —log(p). Setting ¢; = p; + c, the constraint
UTa = UT(B — p) rewrites Iyyq = Iy B, which establishes the first equality in the claim. The
second follows by going back to the {—1,1} convention, that is, taking 6 = 2¢ — 1.

3.2.4 Proof of Remark 3.1

Let us reformulate the remark as the following lemma. Recall the construction: €, B, are indepen-
dent random variables, with € ~ Unif({—1,1}) and B, ~ Beta(1l,«). We define

Zo =€By, and ¢,(\) = log E e* e,

Lemma 3.2. The variables Z,, a € (0,1), may be coupled with a random variable W ~ Exp(1) +
log 2 so that ¥X:(Z,) converges almost surely to W as « tends to zero.

Since W has a continuous distribution, the lemma gives the tail assertion in the remark. For
the mean, nonnegativity and Fatou’s lemma give the required lower bound, while Proposition 3.1
gives the matching upper bound. (Formally, apply Fatou’s lemma along any sequence of positive
values of a tending to zero.)

Proof Let U ~ Unif(0,1) and & ~ Unif({—1,1}) be independent. Note that B, = 1 — UY®, and
moreover — log U = Exp(1) in distribution. We define W = log 2—log U. By symmetry, it holds that
Yo () = log E cosh(AB,,), which is even. Therefore, ¥’ is also even, and hence 9% (Z,) = ¥ (Ba).
Fix be [0,1). For A > 0, Markov’s inequality yields P(Z, = b) < e¥=(N)=A%_ Hence,

Pr(b) < —logP(Z, = b) = —logP(e = 1, B, = b) = log2 — alog(1 — b). (29)
On the other hand, we have mq()\) = Ee?Be < f{—if(l + ). Therefore,

) <oy <ma2(A)) * mal()\)'

()
Ya(A) = log E cosh(AB,) < log (ma(/\)> + log (1 +

2 ma ()
e +1

Above, inequality (i) used cosh(x) < ¢35, while inequality (ii) used log(l + z) < z. Using
M2

ma(N) = V2 P(B, > %) = Sa, we obtain

YEb) = Ab— 1ha(N) = Ab— logmg(N) + log 2 —

ma ()
> Ab—1)+alog —logl'(1 + ) + log2 — PG
> Ab—1)+ alogh —logD(1 + ) +log2 — 2% V2, (30)
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for any b e (0,1) and any A > 0. Taking A\ = %5 in eq. (30) and combining with eq. (29), we find
1 «
0= ¢k(b) —[log2 — alog(l —b)] = aloga —a —logl'(1 + ) — 2% exp ( 57)

Thus, for every fixed u € (0,1), 1*(1 — u/*) converges to log2 — logu as « tends to zero. Here we
used that the last exponential term vanishes for every such u. Therefore, since U € (0,1) almost
surely, evenness and the identity B, = 1 — UY® show that ¢*(Z,) = 1*(Ba) converges almost
surely to log2 —logU = W, as needed. [ |

3.3 Gaussian random design

Our next result shows that for Gaussian random design the logarithmic factor in Theorem 2.1
disappears, which can be seen as a nonasymptotic analogue of Wilks’ theorem for logistic regression
with Gaussian design. The only limitation of this finite sample result is that our numerical constant
is large. This proof uses the regularity of the design vectors and a local quadratic expansion around
0*, following the recent nonasymptotic analysis of the logistic Hessian in the Gaussian case due
to Chardon, Lerasle and Mourtada [I1]. Our key observation is that the complementary regime,
where |60*]|2 is large, can be analyzed directly and does not even require, as expected, that the MLE
exists. This contrasts with [11], where the existence of the MLE (and thus additional assumptions
on the interplay between 6*,n,d) is central since the focus there is on the excess risk with respect
to the population version of the loss.

Theorem 3.1. Assume that X1,...,X “~ N (0, 14) and that the logistic model is well specified
with parameter 0* € RY. Then, for every 0€(0,1),

Py (ARE(87) < 4-10'(d + log(5/9)) ) > 1 0.

Proof The case d = 1 is already covered by Corollary 3.1, so we assume d > 2. Set

L. (6) Zlog 1+ exp(—Y;(X;,0))).
z 1

Then
Al8(6*) = n(L,(6) — inf L,(9)).
) = n(La07) = it £0(®))
Let b = |0*|2, B = max{e, b}, and t = log(5/0). If 0* # 0, set u, = 0*/|0*|2; otherwise fix any
uy € S971. Define

H = %u*u + ;(Id — uyul).
Throughout the proof, we use the notation |z|g = (Sz,z)/? for any positive symmetric matrix S
and vector x.
We split the proof into two regimes. Assume first that n > (2800000)2B(d + t). In particular,
n = 16B(d + t) and therefore, by [!, Proposition 5, Theorem 6, Lemma 3, and Section 8.2], with
probability at least 1 — 5exp(—t), both of the following hold:

N d+t
IVE(0) s < 14
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and, on the same event, f/n has a unique global minimizer §n which satisfies

~ d t
10, — 0 < 280004 | 0
n
By convexity of fm, it holds that

Lo(0%) = L (0n) < (VLu(6%),0" = 0,) < |VLo(0) | 51100 — 0% 11,
and therefore R R
A2 (0%) = n(Ln(6*) — Ln(0,)) < 392000(d + t).
<

We now turn to the complementary regime n < (2800000)2B(d+t). Set Z; = —log (o (Yi(X;,0*)))

for i € [n]. Since infy.ga Ln(O) > 0, we have

ARE(0%) < nLn(0%) = D Z;.
i=1
Assume first that b > e. Let U; = (X;,0*), so U; ~ N (O, bZ). Conditionally on Uj,
Eg-[exp(Zi/2) | Ui] = o(U)Y? + o(=U:)Y? < 1+ exp(—|U;|/2),

where the last elementary inequality is straightforward to check. Hence, we have

2
exp(—u/2)du < 1+ — < exp(2/b).

Eg- exp(Z;/2) <1+ Eexp(—|U;|/2) <1 5

i

By independence and Markov’s inequality,

(i = 2t> exp(—t).

Since now B = b, on this event

4
AYE(E*) < <= + 2t < (4(2800000)? + 2) (d + ).

Assume next that b < e. Then, for every u € R, it holds that o (u)? + o(—u)"/? < /2. Therefore,
it holds that Eg« exp(Z;/2) < v/2, and again by independence and Markov’s inequality,

(2 Z; =z nlog2 + 2t> exp(—t).

Since now B = e, on this event
APE(6*) < nlog2 + 2t < ((2800000)%¢log 2 + 2)(d + t).

In both cases the right-hand side is bounded by 4 - 10'3(d + t). Recalling that t = log(5/4), we
prove the theorem. [ |

Integrating the tail bound gives, uniformly over 6* € R?,
Eg+ A3(0%) < 4-10"(d + log5 + 1).

We next give the corresponding lower bound for subspaces distributed according to Haar mea-
sure.

27



Proposition 3.3 (Lower bounds on the logistic LLR in rotationally invariant random design). Fiz
1 < k < n. Suppose that W is chosen uniformly from the Grassmann manifold of k-dimensional
subspaces of R™, independently of the Rademacher vector . Then, for any ¢ € (0,1/2] it holds that

Qi_s (Fw(a; 0)> > %Qk(; (n . Beta(g, nT—k:)> =nA (k: + log %)

Here, the quantile on the left is with respect to the joint randomness of W and €.
Proof of Proposition 3.3 Since ||e]|3 = n and W is Haar-distributed,
A A Beta k n—k
n ~ e
A+ B’ A+ B 272 )7

for independent random variables A ~ Xi and B ~ Xi, - The claim follows from Proposition 2.2
and Lemma 3.3. [ |

d
| Pwel <

Lemma 3.3. For 1 <k <n and § € (0,1/2], we have

Qus (- Bota(5. "5 5) ) = n (v 10g (5)):

Proof of Lemma 3.3 Let A and B be independent variables, with A ~ X% and B ~ Xi_k, and let
Z = A/(A+ B). It is then a standard fact that Z ~ Beta(k/2, (n — k)/2). For the upper bound,
set t = 2log(2/6). By the classical chi-square bound [30, Lemma 1], it holds with probability at
least 1 — § that

A<k+2kt/2+t and B>=n—k—2/(n—k)t/2,

which implies in particular that

n—=k
—t.

A<2k+3t)2<2(k+t) and B>

If n > 4(k + t), the last display gives B = n/4, and hence nZ < nA/B < 8(k +t). If n < 4(k + 1),
we instead use the deterministic bound nZ < n. Since ¢ < 1+ log(1/d), these two cases establish
the desired upper bound, including the minimum with n.
For the lower bound, we first deal with the case § < 1/4. Applying Lemma 2.3 with level
n =20 < 1/2 yields P(A = (k + log(1/n))/C) = n. By Markov’s inequality,
n—k n+k 1

< >1- = —.
P(B < 2n) 5 o™ > 5

Hence, by independence,

k +log(1/n) i
>~ Bg L=
P (A C ; B 2n> > 5 )
Setting u = k + log(1/n), on this event we have

nA nu/C o min{u, n}

7’LZ= Z - = )
A+B = u/C+2n  u+2Cn 1+2C

where the last inequality uses u + 2Cn < (1 + 2C) max{u,n}. Since § < 1/4 implies log(1/n) =
log(1/(28)) = 1 log(1/8), we have u > (k + log(1/6))/2, so min{u, n} > min{k + log(1/§),n}/2, and
therefore Q1_s(nZ) = cmin{n, k + log(1/J)}.
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For § € (1/4,1/2], the standard lower-tail Chernoff bound for a chi-square variable gives
k2 1
<7
In addition, by Markov’s inequality, P(B < 4(n — k)) = 3/4, and by independence of A and B,
P(A > k/100; B <4(n—k)) >9/16 > 1/2 > 6.

P(A < k/100) < (102e%%)

On this event,
n - k/100 - k

~ k/100 + 4(n — k) ~ 400°
Since log(1/6) < log4 and k > 1, one has k + log(1/d) < k(1 + log4), so Qi_s(nZ) = k/400 >
c(k +log(1/6)) with a smaller constant c. [ |

nz

The following corollary combines Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.3 with the elementary bound

A},?g(O) < nlog2 and handles the endpoint d = n separately.

Corollary 3.2 (Gaussian design bounds at the origin).

Let 1 <d < mn, and let Xq,..., X, AN (0,14). Assume that the logistic model is well specified
with 0* = 0. Then, for every ¢ € (0,1/2],

0175 (Alrfg((); Xin; Yl:n)) = min {TL, d+ log (;) } ,

where the quantile is with respect to both the Gaussian design and the labels.

Proof For every realization of the design and the labels, the likelihood under the origin is 27",
while the supremum likelihood is at most 1. Hence,

AE(0; X1n; Yiin) < mlog 2.

Combining this deterministic bound with Theorem 3.1, and absorbing numerical constants, gives

1
Q1—§ (Ai?g(o; Xl:n; Yl:n)) < min {na d+ IOg (5) } :
It remains to prove the matching lower bound.
Let X € R"*? be the design matrix with rows XiT, and set W = ran(X). Since 6* = 0, the labels
Y = (Y1,...,Y,) are independent Rademacher random variables, independent of X. Moreover, by
Lemma 2.1(i),
A}Sg(o; Xiim; Yl:n) = Fw(Y, 0)

Assume first that d < n. Then X has rank d almost surely, and by rotational invariance of the
Gaussian design, W is uniformly distributed on the Grassmann manifold of d-dimensional subspaces
of R™. Therefore, Proposition 3.3, applied with k& = d, gives

Q15 (A}fg((); X1:n; YI:n)) =Q_5 (FW(Y; 0)) = min {n, d + log <(15> } .

It remains only to handle the endpoint d = n. In this case W = R" almost surely. Hence, for
every Y e {—1,1}",

puw(Y)
I'rn(Y;0) = sup log =nlog?2,
( ) weR? po(Y)
because po(Y) = 27" and the supremum of p,,(Y) over w € R" is equal to 1. Thus the (1 — ¢)-
quantile is nlog 2. This completes the proof. [ |
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3.4 Near the origin regimes

In this subsection we provide a logarithm-free bound in expectation when the signal vector is in a
neighborhood of the origin. The result holds for certain rotationally invariant designs, in particular
when the design matrix X € R™*? has i.i.d. rows X[,... ,X,TL with Gaussian distribution. The
argument is different from the proof of the worst-case upper bound based on the Shtarkov sum: the
core of the argument is Lemma 3.4 below, which relies on the geometry of a random nullspace and
the use of an approximate kinematic formula from conic geometry [!] that controls the probability
of intersection of certain cones with random subspaces depending on a quantity called statistical
dimension.

Throughout, we assume that conditionally on X, the labels Yy,...,Y, € {—1,1} follow the
well-specified logistic model where P(Y; = 1| X) = 0({6*, X;)). For a subspace V' < R", define its
critical radius by

re(V)=inf {0 <r <+yn:VnC #{0}}, where C, = cone ((BY nrBy) +1,),

with the convention 7,.(V) = 4/n if the set above is empty. For 0 < r < 4/n, the generating set
(B, nrBY) 4+ 1, is compact and convex, and its distance from the origin is at least /n —r > 0;
hence C, is a closed convex cone. For r = \/n, the generating set is [0,2]” and C, = R, so the
same conclusion holds.

Lemma 3.4 (Exponential moment of the critical radius). Let 1 < d < n, and let W be uniformly
distributed over the Grassmann manifold of (n — d)-dimensional subspaces of R™. Then there exist
universal constants C' > 0 and g € (0,1) such that

log Ew exp (Aor+(W)?) < Cd.

For a closed convex cone C = R", write A(C) = E||[lcg|3, where g ~ N (0, I,), for its statistical
dimension. The proof uses the following control for the cones C.,.

Lemma 3.5. There exist universal constants ci,co > 0 such that, for every integer n = 1 and

every r € [1,4/n],
cr? < A(C,) < cor?.

The proof of Lemma 3.5 is deferred to Section 3.4.1.

Proof of Lemma 3.4 We use the following conic kinematic estimate from [!, Theorem 7.1 and
Eq. (6.1)]: if W is a uniformly distributed (n — d)-dimensional subspace and s > 0 satisfies
d < A(C) — s, then

82
P@VmC=WD<4“p<@@mmnA@%A@N+ﬂ>'

We first derive a tail bound for the critical radius r.(W). Choose a sufficiently large universal

constant A > 0, and put
a=AVd, b=,
262

The constant A is chosen so that a > 1 and cj1a?/2 > d for every d > 1. If a < b, then for every

r € [a,b] we have
617“2 Cl’l“2

d< ——
2 2
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Applying the conic kinematic estimate with s = ¢;7%/2, and increasing A if needed to absorb the
leading factor 4, gives
P(W N C, = {0}) < exp(—cr?)

for a universal constant ¢ > 0. By the definition of ry,
{r«(W)>r}c{WnC ={0}}, 0 <7 <+/n.

Thus, when a < b,

1, 0<r<a,
—cr? <r<
P(r (W) > 1) < exp(—cr?), a<r<b,
exp(—cb?), b<r<4/n,
0, r=4/n.

The third line follows by monotonicity of r — P(r.(W) > r), and the last line follows from the

deterministic bound 7.(W) < 4/n.
Choose
\o < mi 1 c ¢
<min<{ -, -, —¢.
‘ 272" 4cp

If @ > b, then n < d, and the deterministic bound r.(W) < /n gives
log Eyy exp ()\or*(W)Q) < Mn < d.

It remains to consider the case a < b. Using

0
Ew exp (Aore(W)?) =1+ j 2ot exp(Aot?) P(r. (W) > t) dt,
0
and splitting the integral over [0,a], [a,b], and [b,+/n], we get

a b
Ew exp ()\OT*(W)2) <1+ J 2)\0t6>\0t2 dt + J 2)\0t6_(6_)‘0)t2 dt
0 a

Vn
+f 2A0te 0t b g,
b
The first integral is at most
exp(Aga?) — 1 < exp(Cd) — 1.
The second integral is bounded by a universal constant, since A\g < ¢/2. For the third integral,

using b? = n/(2c2) and Ao < ¢/(4cz), we have

vn Aot?—cb?
j 2otet Y dt < exp(Aon — cb?) < 1.
b

Therefore
Ew exp (Aor«(W)?) < Cpexp(Cid)
for universal constants Cy, C7 > 0, which proves the claim. [ |
Next, we present our main result in this section.
Proposition 3.4 (Expected LLR near the origin). Let n > d. Let X € R"*? be a random design

matriz with rows XZT . Assume that
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(i) W = ker(XT) is uniformly distributed over the Grassmann manifold of (n — d)-dimensional
subspaces of R";

(ii) there ewists L =1 such that B X;X] < L-I4 for alli € [n].
Then, for every 6* € RY,
Eo« A%%(0%; X103 Vi) < d +n - min{L[6*[3, 1}.
In particular, for Gaussian random design X; M (0,15), if |02 < \/%, then
Eg« A°%(0*; X103 Y1) < d.

Some discussion is in order before we prove this result. Assumption (i) holds in particular
when the vectors X; are i.i.d. Gaussian in R? with arbitrary covariance ¥ > 0. Indeed, one can
write X = ZXY? with Z € R"*? having standard Gaussian entries. Then, ran(X) = ran(Z) is
Haar-distributed.

Assumption (i) is not restricted to Gaussian designs. Indeed, any design matrix X of rank d
almost surely whose distribution is invariant under the left action of the orthogonal group O(n)

satisfies the condition. Namely, if for every matrix @ € O(n), X @ QX, then the random subspace
ker(X T) is Haar-distributed. A specific situation where this holds is if the columns X®), ... X ()
of X are i.i.d. with a rotationally invariant distribution in R"™ and X has rank d almost surely. In
addition, in this case, one has E X; X = E[|XM|?]/n - I,.

Proof For a fixed design X, let Px g denote the product law on {—1, 1}" under the logistic model
with parameter 6. For ¢ € [—1,1]", let Qs be the product law under which the i-th coordinate has
mean d;, that is

1+9;
Define
, L 1+6; 1
L(X,Y) = ée[ixllfl]n Zlel(Ber< 5 > | Ber (2)).
XTs=xTy"

We will then use the following: for any § € [—1,1] and u € R,

Dy (Ber (1;5> | Ber (o(u))) — Dy (Ber <1;5> | Ber (;))—U;—Hog cosh (), 16 <1, ueR.

Applying this identity coordinatewise and using the constraint X6 = XY, the usual variational
representation of the logistic likelihood ratio from Lemma 3.1 (applied to the subspace ran(X) and
vector v* = X6*) gives

dPx g«
dPx

A2 (0% X1 V1) = I (X,Y) — log (Y), (31)

since, using the elementary identity log(o(eu)) = eu/2 — log(2 cosh(u/2)) (valid for any € € {—1,1}
and u € R), one has

(Y)) - {1oga(m;) - 1og(1/2)} - %<X0*,Y> — Ylog(cosh(v] /2)).
i=1 =1
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We first compare I,,(X,Y) to the critical radius. Let W = ker(X ") and Dy = diag(Y1,...,Y,).
First, by a standard comparison,

1490 1
Du(Ber <‘£> | Ber <2>) <&  forall |5 <1.
Next, we prove that
L(X,Y)< inf |63 = ro(DyW)2 (32)
se[—1,1]"
oY +W

To prove (32), observe that the constraint X'6 = XY is equivalent to 6 € Y + W since W =
ker(XT). By construction DyY = 1, so this is also equivalent to Dy € 1,, + Dy W. Since Dy is
an isometry, for 0 < r < 4/n, the existence of § € BY nrBY n (Y + W) is equivalent, on setting
v = —Dyd, to the existence of v € B} n rBj such that 1,, + v € DyW. This is exactly the
condition Dy W nC, # {0}, with the convention r.(Dy W) = 4/n covering the boundary case. This
establishes (32).

Fix A € (0,1). Conditioning on X and taking expectation with respect to Y in (31) yields

Ey.py, [Afg(Q*;Xlzn;Yl:n)] =Ey Py n(X,Y) — Du(Pxp | Pxpo)-

Now, by the change-of-measure inequality |11, Corollary 4.14],

1 1
Ey-py . [In(X,Y)] < 3 logEypy, AMn(XY) | XDkl(PX,G* | Pxp).

Combining with the previous display we find,

. 1 1
Ey.py [Alr?g(e s X1:ns Yl:n)] < Xlog Ey~py, exp(M,(X,Y)) + ()\ - 1) Diy(Pxe+ | Pxp).

Taking expectation in X, applying Jensen’s inequality to the logarithm, and using I,(X,Y) <
r«(DyW)?%, we obtain

. 1 1
Eg+ A°(0%; X1.,; Vi) < 3 logEx Ey.p, ,exp(Ar.(DyW)?) + <A — 1) Ex Du(Pxg | Pxo).

Under Py o, the labels are independent Rademacher variables and are independent of X. Since
W is Haar-distributed and multiplication by Dy is an orthogonal transformation, Dy W is again
Haar-distributed. Choosing A = A\g in Lemma 3.4, the first term is bounded by Cd.

It remains to bound the change-of-measure term. For U; = (X, 0*),

n n 2
Du(Pxor | Pxa) = 3] Du(Ber (@) | Ber (3)) 5 3 (a0 - 1)

i=1 i=1
Moreover,
1\ 2
<U(u) — 2) < minf{u?, 1}, ueR,

using that t — o(t) is 1/4-Lipschitz and that the left-hand side is bounded by 1/4. Therefore,
n
Ex Du(Pxo | Pxo) < ), Emin{(X;,0%)% 1}.
i=1
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Since x — min{z, 1} is concave on R, Jensen’s inequality and the covariance assumption give
E min{(X;, 0*)*, 1} < min {E(X;,0%)% 1} < min {L[6*||3,1} .
Combining the previous displays gives
Ex Dy(Pxg+ | Pxo) < nmin{L[6*[3,1}.
Together with the critical-radius bound, this proves
Eg- A°%(0*; X1.,; Yi.) S d +n-min{L[6*|3,1}.

For Gaussian random design, W = ker(X ") is Haar-distributed and E X;X] = I;. Hence L = 1,
and |6*|2 < +/d/n gives the claimed O(d) bound. [ |

3.4.1 Remaining proofs
Proof (of Lemma 3.5) Fix r > 0. It is clear from the definition of C, that

Cr c cone (1, +rBy),

that we will denote by C,.. For any cone C < R", write He = supvethc@,v}, with ¢ a standard
Gaussian vector. Then, by [/, Prop. 3.1(5)], A(C.) = E[HC,] Thus, by monotonicity, A(C,) <
E[Hg;] as well, so we proceed by bounding the latter from above. Suppose first that r € [1,4/n/2].
Let v € C. n BY and write it as v = A(1, + z) for some A > 0 and z € R™ with |z| < r. The

Cauchy—-Schwarz inequality gives (g, 1, + z) < {g,1,) + r|g|, and the reverse triangle inequality
gives |1, + z| = 4/n — r, hence X\ < 1/(y/n — ). It follows that

1,
(9,0) = Mg, 1 + 2) < A({g, L) + rlgl), < €9, 1)+ +rlgll

Vn—r

The last inequality holds for all A > 0 and z € rBj, so, taking the supremum, we deduce that

€9:1n)+ + gl

H <
Vn—r

Since 4/n — r = 4/n/2, taking the square gives

g, 1)t +2r%g]? _ 8(g, 1)} + 8r%|g]?

ZED "

Since (g, 1,) ~ N (0, n), we have E[(g,1,)2] = n/2, and E |g|5 = n, so taking expectations gives
A(C,) < 4+ 8r% < 1272, the last step usmg r = 1. If instead r € (/n/2, ﬂ then n < 4r% and we
simply use the trivial bound A(C,) < n < 4r2. In either case, A(C,) < cor? with cp = 12.

We now turn to the lower bound. First suppose that r € (0,4/n). As before, g denotes a
standard Gaussian vector. Let Z = (r/y/n)sign(g); then |Z|, = r/y/n < 1 and ||Z]| = 7, so
Z e B} nrBjy and 1,, + Z lies in the generating set of C,. Thus, letting

Hg, <

1, +7
U=—¢€(C BY
L, +2] "7
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and since |1, + Z||2 < v/n+ 1 < 24/n,

§

s o
10 + Z|l2’

Trlalh

Since 0 € C, n BY as well, He, > max{0,{(g,U)}, and this is at least £/(24/n) regardless of the sign
of ¢&. Indeed, when ¢ > 0, this follows from {(g,U) > £/(24/n) since |1, + Z| < 24/n, and when
¢ < 0, the quantity £/(24/n) is negative while max{0,{g,U)} = 0. Hence H¢, = £/(24/n). Taking
expectations, using E{(g,1,) = 0 and E |g|1 = ny/2/7, we deduce

E[¢]
E[H, > —= = )
[ Cr(g)] 2\/ﬁ m
By Jensen’s inequality, A(C,) = E[HZ ] > E[Hc,]* = r?/(27) for 0 < r < y/n. At the endpoint
r = /n, we have C, = R" and hence A(C,) = n/2 > r?/(2r). Thus, the claim holds with
= 1/(2m).

(9, U) = §=<g,1n)+

4 Sharpness and asymptotic bounds

In this section, we provide several results showing the sharpness of previous results. Theorem 4.1
in Section 4.1 below provides precise upper and lower bounds on Shtarkov sums, a central object in
our analysis of the logistic LLR. In particular, when d divides n, its bounds have matching leading
constants in the regime n/d — .

Next, Section 4.2 analyzes separately the two-dimensional case. Indeed, Proposition 2.4 ad-
dresses the case where d > 3 and shows that the logarithmic factor is unavoidable, which implies
that the behavior of the LLR is structurally different from the x? behavior that one would expect
from Wilks’ phenomenon. On the other hand, Corollary 3.1 shows that the logarithmic overhead
can be removed in the univariate case. Proposition 4.1 shows that this property collapses even
for d = 2. Although quantitatively much smaller than the lower bound from Proposition 2.4, this
result already shows that one cannot structurally expect a x-type behavior in dimension two. The
matching worst-case quantile bounds are given in Corollary A.1 and Theorem A.1.

Finally, in Section 4.3, we show that in random design, the standard high-dimensional asymp-
totic regime where the relevant parameter is the (asymptotic) aspect ratio x = limd/n does not
suffice to characterize the behavior of the LLR. Instead, Proposition 4.2 shows that whether or
not the x? distribution is a valid approximation (assessed in Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance) for the
distribution of the LLR depends on the limiting behavior of d*?2/n, not merely d/n.

4.1 The Laplace transform of the logistic LLR and sharp bounds for Shtarkov
sums

Before proceeding, we recall the notion of the Shtarkov sum, introduced in [19] in the context of
universal coding; see also the textbook [13] for a detailed exposition. In the fixed-design logistic
model, the logarithm of this quantity coincides with the optimal regret for sequential prediction in
the transductive setting, where the covariates x1,...,z, are known in advance. In our notation,
we define

SE¥(en i = 3] o [ Toleen0)
ee{—1,1}n 0eR i1
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In our context, the role of the Shtarkov sum is somewhat different: it coincides exactly with
the moment generating function of the log-likelihood ratio statistic at A = 1. Indeed, by definition,

Egy- exp(Ag’g(Q*)) = Scllog(:cl, cey T

In particular, the right-hand side does not depend on 6*. Thus, the Shtarkov sum serves two
purposes in our analysis. First, it is the main tool for proving the general upper tail bound in the
fixed-design setting. Second, it captures an important aspect of the aggregated moment behavior of
the log-likelihood ratio statistic A‘Og(a*) Remarkably, even for finite n, this already reveals a subtle
departure from the classical x% picture: at A = 1, the moment generating function of Xd is not
finite, whereas in our setting the corresponding quantity is finite and admits nontrivial structural
bounds.

The next theorem summarizes the behavior of the Shtarkov sum in the regimes relevant for our
analysis.

Theorem 4.1 (Shtarkov sum for logistic regression). The following hold.
(i) If n > d, then for every collection w1, ...,xz, € R,

d

n en
log (S8 (21, .. ) < 1og<€§ <€>) < dlog(g).
(i) Ifd =1, n>2, and x1,...,z, € R are nonzero, then

log(S S(21,...,2n)) = %logn.

More generally, for arbitrary d = 1, assume that d divides n and that the design has a balanced
d-block parallel structure: the vectors xi,...,x, can be partitioned into d groups of size n/d,
and for each group all vectors in that group are nonzero multiples of a common vector u;,
where u1, .. .,uq € R are linearly independent. Then

d n
log(SX2(x1,. .., 2,)) = ilog(g).

(111) For any d =1, if d divides n, then

sup log(Slog(xh,..,ﬂS%)) = dlog(g 4 1),

z ...zl eRY

(iv) For anyn >d > 1, if x1,...,x, are in general position, then
d—1 n—1
log(S &(@1,...,2n)) >log(2;)< ’ ))

In particular, under the general position assumption, if d = 2, then

log (S (1, 7)) > (d — 1) log (= i)
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Theorem 4.1 has several consequences. Combining items (i) and (iii), we obtain that whenever
n = d and d divides n,

n

dlog(ﬁ) < sup 10g($cll°g(:r:1,--~,$n)) < leg(d

)+
d z1,...,.tn€R4

Thus, in the fixed-design setting, the worst-case Shtarkov sum grows on the scale dlog(en/d), and
when n/d — oo the displayed upper and lower bounds match at the level of the leading constant.

Related quantities for logistic models have recently been studied in [18, 31, 21, 22 23, 45],
typically with a different emphasis: asymptotics or particular design ensembles (e.g., points sampled
uniformly on the sphere), rather than the sharp nonasymptotic worst-case bound considered here.
The papers [21, 23] claim bounds of order 2dlogn, which are suboptimal for our problem. The
techniques in [15, Appendix D] immediately give C'dlog(en/d) for some absolute constant C. We
do not reproduce that argument, since item (i) above gives the explicit upper bound dlog(en/d),
and hence the asymptotically sharp coefficient 1 in front of dlog(n/d) when n/d — oo.

Item (ii) is of a different nature: under the balanced block structure, the Shtarkov sum factorizes
into d one-dimensional logistic Shtarkov sums, each of which is bounded below by the Bernoulli
empirical Kullback—Leibler Shtarkov constant. When the absolute multipliers are constant within
each block, these factors are exactly Bernoulli empirical Kullback—Leibler problems. This matches,
after the identification d = m — 1, the large alphabet redundancy asymptotics of Orlitsky and
Santhanam [12], and for d = 1 reduces to the classical Bernoulli phenomenon studied in [10, 2, 26].
Item (ii) thus captures the familiar local quadratic behavior within fixed-design logistic regression.

Item (iii) shows that ¢log(n/d) is not the full worst-case picture: at A = 1, the Shtarkov sum
detects a genuinely global combinatorial complexity of the design, invisible in local quadratic or
large alphabet redundancy regimes. Item (iv) is included for completeness; it appears essentially
in [21] and, while weaker than item (iii), provides a useful general reference point.

Proof We begin with part (i). For # € R? and ¢ € {—1,1}", let

n

po(e) = [ [ o(eici, 0)).

i=1

Let 01,...,d, beii.d. real-valued random variables with cumulative distribution function . Then,
for every # € R? and every € € {—1,1}",

po(e) = P(sign({z;, 0) — §;) = &; for all i € [n]).

Therefore,
S}iog(xlau'vwn) = Z sup pg({;‘) <:EJVX((S)y
ee{—1,1}n 0cR?
where
Nx(8) = ‘{sx,g(e) .0 e RY, (21,05 # 0; for all i € [n]} ,
and

Sxs(60) = (sign((a1,0) — 31), .. sign((an. 0) — 3,).

Indeed, for each e,

sup py(e) < P (e € {Sxs(0) : 0 € RY, (:,0) # 6 for all i € [n]}),
feR?
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and summing over € gives the expected number of realized sign patterns. Fix now 6 = (d1,...,d,).
On the event that J; # 0 whenever z; = 0, the i-th coordinate of Sx 5(6) is independent of 6, so
removing such coordinates does not change Nx (). Since this event holds almost surely, for the
purpose of the upper bound, it is enough to consider the nonzero covariates. For each such x;,
consider the affine hyperplane

H;(8) = {# e RY: (x;,0) = 5;}.

On each connected component of R4\ | J,. 2,20 Hi(0), the sign pattern Sx s(0) is constant. Hence
Nx(9) is bounded by the number of regions in the arrangement generated by the hyperplanes
H;(d) with z; # 0. It is standard that the number of regions in any arrangement of at most n affine
hyperplanes in R? is at most Zg:o (Tg) For completeness, Nx is measurable without any general

position assumption. Indeed, for each € € {—1,1}", the set
D. = {6 € R" : there exists 6 € R? such that e;((z;,0) — §;) > 0 for all i € [n]}

is open, and Nx(6) = >,.1{0 € D.}. Thus we may take expectations, yielding

d
Séog(xl,...,l'n) < Z <Z>,

=0
which proves part (i).
We now turn to part (ii). Set a; = |z;|. Note that the Shtarkov sum only depends on ay, ..., a,.
Thus, it is enough to consider the case where aq,...,a, > 0. For A c [n], define
=[]o(ait) [ [o(~aif)
€A i¢A
Then
SIB(zy,. .. ) = Z sup qa(0).

Ac(n] PeR
For k€ {0,...,n},let Ay = {A < [n] : |A| = k}. Since the sum of suprema dominates the supremum
of the sum,

Slog(xl,..., Z sup Z qa(0).
=0 %R Aca,

Fix # € R, and let B1(0), ..., B,(f) be independent Bernoulli random variables with
P(B;(9) = 1) = 0(a;0)), i€ [n].
If Ko = >3 Bi(0), then 3 4. 4, 94(0) = P(Kp = k), and therefore
SPE(x1, .. wp) = Z sup P(Ky = k).

k=0 feR

For k = 0 and k = n, the corresponding suprema are equal to 1. Now fix k € {1,...,n — 1}. The
map 6 — E[Kg] = >, | 0(a;0) is continuous and strictly increasing from 0 to n, so there exists
0. € R such that

E[Ky ] = k.
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The law of Ky, is Poisson-binomial with mean k. By Hoeffding’s extremal theorem for Poisson-
binomial laws [27, Theorem 4], if K} ~ Bin(n, k/n), then

P(Ky, <k-—-1) <P(F;€ <k-1), and P(Ky <k)=>P(Ky<k).

_ k —k
Subtracting these inequalities gives P(Ky, = k) = P(Kj, = k) = (}) (%) (1 - E)n . Hence

o " /n ﬁk _ﬁn—k
st > 2 (1) G 0=

Here and below, the endpoint terms k = 0, n are interpreted as 1. By [10, Proof of Theorem 1], the
quantity on the right is exactly the Bernoulli Shtarkov constant. That is, for every p € (0,1),

Zn: <Z> <§>k<1_§>"_k’:Epexp (nDkl(ﬁ“ p)), :LZ”] Xy, X %1 Ber (p),
k=0 2

and [10, Theorem 1] proved that for n > 2 this quantity is at least 4/n.
For the second statement in part (ii), let m = n/d, and after relabeling assume that for j €

[d],r € [m],

L(j—1)ym+r = OjrUj,
for some nonzero scalars b;, and linearly independent vectors ui,...,uq € R?. Since ui,...,uq
form a basis of R, there exists a basis (¢1, ..., ¢q) such that (uj, ¢y = §;x. Hence, for every t =
(t1,.. td) e R4, the choice § = Z? L tj¢; satisfies (uj, 0) = t; for all j. Writing e = (e, ... (@)
with €) e {—1,1}™, we therefore obtain

d m d m
sup HO’ (ei{zi,0)) = sup H H b] rtj) = H sup H U(5w(~j)bj,r5)a
j=1r=1 j=1%R 1

feR4 ;_7 teR4 ;

since the factors are nonnegative and depend on disjoint coordinates. Summing over € now factorizes
blockwise, and yields

d
log | | log
Sd (Il,..., 371,...,bj7m).

Applying the one-dimensional lower bound already proved to each factor, with the case m = 1
being immediate since Siog (b) =2 = /m, we get

o n\ 4/2
Scllg(l'b--'»xn) = (\/ﬁ)d: (E) )
This proves part (ii).

We now focus on part (iii). We first prove the one-dimensional extremal fact

sup Siog(al,...,am) =m+ 1. (33)

at,...,am>0

The upper bound follows from part (i) with d = 1. We now prove the matching lower bound. Fix
m > 1 and consider the design a, = R"™1, for all r € [m], where R > 1 will tend to infinity. For
g e {—1,1}", define for t € R,

m

[t
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The two constant sign patterns (1,...,1) and (—1,...,—1) contribute exactly 1, since

supqqr,.1)(t) =1  and  supqy  1)(t) = 1.
teR teR

We next partition the remaining sign patterns. For each j € [m — 1], let
C;r ={ee{-11}": ¢j =1, &, = —1 for all r > j},

C; = {fee{-1,1}"": ¢j = -1, &, =1 for all r > j},

with the coordinates €1, ..., €;_1 arbitrary. These families, together with the two constant patterns,
form a partition of {—1,1}". Indeed, for a non-constant ¢, if ¢, = —1, let j be the largest index
such that e; = 1. Then by construction, e, = —1 for all r > j, so € € C;” with j < m — 1. The

same argument applies by symmetry with Cj_ in the case where €, = 1. In each case j is uniquely
determined by €. Now summing over the free coordinates gives

D () = olajt) [ [o(—art), D a:(t) = o(—at) [ [ o(art)

eeCf r>j eeC; r>j

because for each r < j, it holds that > (113 0(erart) = o(art) + o(—a,t) = 1. We now define

two particular levels t; = —aﬁ and t+ R 2 Since a, = R"™!, we can immediately verify that
1 1
. - _ = +\ &
aeCj aeC;

Finally, we have

Slog( LR,...,R" 1 = Z supg-(t) > 1+ 1+ Z sup Z ¢e(t) 4 sup Z q:(t)
Therefore, it holds that

m—1
1 1
liminf S\°8(L,R,...,R™ ) >1+1+ i) = 1.
im Inf &, (1, ) ) + ; 2~|—2 m+

Combined with the upper bound, this proves (33).

We now tensorize this dimension one construction. Let m = n/d, which is an integer by
assumption, and fix any positive scalars ay, ..., am,. Define a design in R? by placing one copy of
the one-dimensional design on each coordinate axis for j € [d],r € [m]:

/ — .
‘T(jfl)m+7' = Qréj,

where eq, ..., eq are the canonical basis vectors in R?. We can write ¢ € {—1,1}" as d consecutive
blocks
e= (W, ...y, where W) e {-1,1}",

Since the factors depend on disjoint coordinates of 8 and are nonnegative, the supremum factorizes

as follows:
sup H o(eilz},0)) = H sup H

9eR% j_7 —1teR .3
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Therefore, it holds that

log /7 / log d d n d
sup  S,;°(x1,...,x,) = sup (51 (alj...,am)> =(m+1) =<—+1) :
z ...,z R4 ay...r@m >0 d
This proves part (iii).
Finally, we prove part (iv). The argument appears in [21] and we present it for the sake of
completeness. Assume that x1,...,x, are in general position in the sense that every subset of size

at most d is linearly independent. If a sign pattern € € {—1,1}" is realizable by some § € RY, that
is, ei{w;,0) > 0, for all i € [n], then sup,~o [} o(tei(zi,0)) = 1. Hence every realizable pattern
contributes 1 to the Shtarkov sum. Consequently, Silog (1,...,xy) is bounded from below by the
number of dichotomies of the points 1, ...,z, induced by homogeneous halfspaces in R?. By

Cover’s formula [17], under this assumption this number is 2 Zzl;é ("21). This proves part (iv). B

4.2 The bivariate case

Our Vandermonde subspaces construction that exhibits a logarithmic overhead only works in di-
mension at least 3. In contrast, for a scalar model, the LLR obeys uniform x?-type mean and
tail bounds. The following result shows that this chi-square-type behavior already collapses in
dimension 2.

Recall the subspace reformulation (5), that defines for a subspace W < R", a vector v € R"
and e € {—1,1}", the quantity

Pw(€) =
T'w(e;v) = sup log ,  Where py(e) = o(e;v;).
W T R e =t

(2
We also define the shorthand
E(w,W) = Ecep, T'w(g;0).
Proposition 4.1. Let n > [exp(exp(exp(20)))|. There exists a two-dimensional subspace W < R"

and a vector ve W for which

1
E(v,WW) = Toe2 log log log n.

For a vector z € R™, a sign vector € € {—1,1}", and a subset A < {—1,1}"", we put

po(e) = [ Joleiz),  pa(A) = Y (o).
i=1

ceA
Recall that

pw(€)
Ew,W) = Dy(€)log sup .
W= ey

The crux of the proof is the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Fiz an integer k = 9. Define

my
my = [ekJ, N; = [exp (l{:(4j — 1))J, j=1,...,my, and M = Z N;.

j=1
There is a two-dimensional subspace U < RMk and a vector w e U such that
1
E(u,U) = @(k—&. (34)
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Proof of Proposition 4.1 We now “pad” to obtain the result for general n. Put k = |L| — 1 where
L = logloglogn. We claim

My <n for n = [exp(exp(exp(20)))] . (35)

Define
m=n—Mg, W=Ux{0,}, and v = (u,0y).

For every (g,0) € {—1,1}* x {—1,1}™ and any w € U, it holds that

p’U(Ev 5) = 2—mpu(€) and p(w,Om)(Ev 5) = 2_mp’w(€)'

Hence

sup Puw(&,0) _ sup Puw(€)

weW pv(€, 6) wel pu(g) '

Summing over § and using eq. (34) yields

1 1 1
= =z —5(k—-8)=2 (L - =z —- )
E(w,W) = E(u,U) o2 (k—138) o2 (L —10) T6c2 log log logn
as required. We used that k > L —2 and L — 10 > % as L = 20.

Proof of eq. (35): Note that we have:

mg
My <) exp (k(47 — 1)) < mygexp (k(4™ — 1)) < exp (k4°").
j=1

Since k < e* and 1 +log4 <e,
log log Mj, < logk + e*log4 < (1+ log4)ek < eftl

whence,
logloglog M < k + 1 < logloglogn,

which implies in particular My < n.

|
Proof of Lemma 4.1 Partition [Mj] into consecutive blocks:
By, ...,Bny, with |Bj| = Nj.
We define z,y € RMr according to
z; =2, and y; =47, forie B;.
We set U = span{z, y}; clearly dim(U) = 2. We set u = ky. We consider the sets
my
Aj ={ee{-1,1}M | e =1y, — 2¢; for some i € B;} and A= U Aj.
j=1
Clearly, {A;}je[m,] 18 a pairwise disjoint collection of sets. Suppose we can show that
Pu(Aj) g ﬁe_k, and 2601141]1 ilelg log 1;222 (;) k—8, forall je [mg]. (36)
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Then eq. (36)(i) and disjointness give p,(A) > ﬁe_kmk > 8%’ as my = |ef]| = % Combining
this with eq. (36)(ii), we obtain
Po(€) 1
B(u,U) = ), pule) suplog ~t = = pu(A) (k= 8) > o (k —8),
ceA vel Pu (5) €
thereby completing the proof.
Proof of eq. (36)(i): Set
q = o(—k4b), pe = o(k4Y) =1 —qp, for £ € [my].
Note that because u is constant in the blocks, we have
4G T N
Pu(4;j) = Nj - pi, JTee" forany je[my]. (37)
J =1
For t > 0, we have ae(ff) € [1/2,1]. Hence, for every ¢,
NZQ{ < ek(4£—1)—k4e _ e—k: (38)
Similarly,
Noge = L [e’“(‘“—l)J okt 5 Lok, (39)
2 4
Here, we used k(4 — 1) > 3k > log 2, so that lekw_l)J = %ek(ﬂ_l). It follows that
il & @ < (i) 1
El_llp/ :exp<;lNglog(1—qg)> > exp<—2;1Ngqg> > 2 (40)

Above, inequality (i) used gy < ek < otk < 1/2, so that log(1l — q¢) = —2¢,. Additionally,
inequality (ii) used )" Negr < e *my, < 1, by eq. (38). As p; = o(k47) < 1, the claim follows
from eqgs. (37), (39) and (40).

Proof of eq. (36)(ii): We consider the collection of vectors

; 2k
() =
w U %7 T+ U Y,

for j € [mg].
Clearly, w) € U for each j. For £ € [my], we have for i € By that
w =l — 2k 20T 4 Al = f(4h — 1) + k(287 — 1)2.

In particular, if ¢ € Bj, then ng) = k(47 — 1). We have log N; < k(4 — 1) by our choice of block
sizes. It implies that: ‘
ng) > log Ny + k(277 — 1)2, (41)

which holds for every i € By and for every j, ¢ € [my].
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For j € [my] and € € A;, we have

sup log Dv (5) > YZRE)) (5)
vel Pul€) Pu(€)
B o(—k(47 —1)) o(k(4 —1)) — 1)+ k(27 - 1)%)
- (1 (—kai) BT (k) ) Z Nylog = o (kat)
(2) Lok (4g —1) + k(277 1))
= k+ N;log M + > No (o)
0#]
Le[my]
(b) o (k4%)
>k—1- ; Nelog ey s =) — ¢ LS (42)
EE[mk]

)
Above, relation (a) used log ;E(_ti) = t and inequality (b) used log(c(t)) = —log(1+e7!) = —e~! s0
that

o (k(47 — 1))
o(k47)
We now control the sum S;. First, note that by (41), we have for ¢ # j,

S N k-1 5 _

Njlog > fi > —1.

o(k(4f —1) + k(257 —1)?)

N, 1 > _N, —k(4¢—1)—k(2¢77-1)2 > _ k(90 _ 1)2). 4
¢log o (ka0) e exp(—Fk( )%) (43)
We can write
o (k4b) o(k4")
Nyl - Nyl . = 55487,
= ), Nilog RAC 1) + R 12 2, Nilog oA — 1) + R(ZT —1)7) % T
l<j >
te[my] le[my]
From the inequality (43), we have
ST < D exp(—k(2TT—1)?) < D e F<e Tty <L (44)
0> >
te[my] le[my]

On the other hand, for m = |logy(2k)|, we have

m mp
ST < D exp(—k(277 —1)2) < D exp(—k(2T" = 1)*) + D exp(—k(27" - 1)%)
l<j n=1 n=m+1
te[my]

8
< 2ke M4 pefelTF < 2 4 e <6, (45)
e

Combining inequalities egs. (42), (44) and (45), we obtain the desired result.

The corresponding worst case quantile lower bound is recorded in Corollary A.1. Together with
Theorem A.1, it gives the sharp worst case fixed design quantile bound in dimension two.
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4.3 The d*?/n boundary for Wilks approximation

The classical Wilks phenomenon arises in the purely asymptotic regime where the dimension d and
the parameter * € R? are both fixed. Then, as the sample size n goes to infinity, (i) the probability
that the MLE exists (and is unique) goes to 1, and (ii) the LLR statistic 2Alr?g(9*) converges in
distribution to a chi-square with d degrees of freedom. Over the last decade, the proportional
high-dimensional asymptotic regime has attracted a lot of attention. There, one studies a sequence
of well-specified logistic models with parameter * = 0 € R%, and the dimension d,, grows with
the sample size n. In the series of works [53, 5], the authors study the case where the dimension d,
grows linearly with n, in a way that d,/n — k € (0,1) as n — c0. The limiting aspect ratio x thus
emerged as a key parameter in the analysis of high-dimensional, random-design logistic regression.
Notably, in the “null case” (pure noise, * = 0), the Wendel-Cover formula [70, 17] shows that the
critical threshold sits exactly at x = 1/2. Below this value, the MLE exists with probability going
to 1, whereas if £ > 1/2, the probability that the MLE exists goes to 0. At x = 1/2, the aspect ratio
alone does not determine the limiting probability; under the centered scaling d,, — n/2 = o(y/n),
the probability that the MLE exists converges to 1/2. However, it turns out that the limiting
aspect ratio x does not determine the behavior of the LLR statistic. In particular, whether or
not its distribution is well-approximated by the chi-square distribution depends on the ratio d3/2 /n
instead of d/n.

In the rest of this section, we consider the case of random design logistic regression, where the
labels are conditionally independent given the design and

X, "N, 1), PYi=1]X)=0a(XT0@), @ =0eR% (46)
Throughout this section, we view d = d(n) as a positive integer-valued function of n; however, we
write d for simplicity. Recall that the log-likelihood ratio statistic is then given by
n
Ana = sup > log (20(Y;Xn)).
neR4 ;27

We recall the Kolmogorov-Smirnov (KS) distance between real-valued random variables U, V|

des (U, V) =sup | P(U < z) —P(V < 2)|.
zeR
The next result characterizes when the log-likelihood ratio (LLR) statistic A, q is asymptotically
well-approximated by % xz.

Proposition 4.2 (Approximation of the LLR statistic via Xg under Gaussian random design).
Under the observational model given by eq. (46), the following holds:

(i) if d*?/n — 0, then lim,_, dks (2An,d, X%) = 0; and

(ii) if d3?/n - 0, then limsup,, ., dks (2An.q, x2) > 0.

To understand Proposition 4.2, we first point out that it demonstrates that the aspect ratio
d/n does not suffice to precisely characterize the asymptotic behavior of the LLR statistic. More
specifically, consider the case that d = [nQ/SJ. Although d/n — 0 as n — oo, Proposition 4.2(ii)
implies that lim sup,,_,, dks (2An7d, X?i) > 0; stated otherwise, the LLR statistic is not asymptot-
ically well-approximated by %X?i in Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance. On the other hand, consider
the case that d = [nl/?’J. In this case, it is true that d/n — 0 as n — oo, but Proposition 4.2(i)
implies that dkg (2An7d, Xi) — 0 as n — o0; stated otherwise, the LLR statistic is asymptotically
well-approximated by % X3 in Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance.
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4.4 Proofs
4.4.1 Proof of Proposition 4.2
Let X € R be the design matrix with rows XZ»T, and set

1Y
Bi—+

Let B = (By,...,By). Then Z; AN (0,13), as Y; are independent Rademachers. Let Z € R™*¢
be the matrix with rows Z], and let V denote the range of Z. We define for |§] < 1

h(5) = D (Ber (12) | Ber (1/2)) = ; ((1 +6)log(1+6) + (1—0)log(1 — 5)).

Recall that by the variational characterization of the log-likelihood ratio statistic provided in
Lemma 3.1, we have that

Ag= f Dy (Ber (p;) | Ber(1/2 f h(d 47
4= o u)l(TpX Z w(Ber (p:) | Ber(1/2)) = el 1, mmnewZ (47)

where in the second infimum we let §; = Y;(1 — 2p;). To see why both formulations are equivalent,
note first that, on the one hand, since h is even, it holds that Dy (Ber (p;) | Ber (1/2)) = h(-Y;6;) =
h(6;). On the other hand, regarding the constraints,

p; — B; = 71_§6i — 71-2% = %(1 + 5)

sop— B = —1Dy(1, + §) with Dy = diag(Y3,...,Y,). Noting that Z = Dy X, we obtain that
XT(p—B) = —3X"Dy(1, +6) = —1Z7(1,, + 5). Hence the constraint X p = X B is equivalent
to ZT(1, +0) =0, ie. to 1, +§ e ker(Z7) = V1.

Claim (i): Since & is even, h(0) = 1'(0) = 0, and h"(0) = 153, a Taylor expansion yields

52 52
<

5 +C6*, forany 0 e [—1,1], (48)

where above C > 0 is some universal constant. Let Py be the orthogonal projector onto V. Let
En = {|Pv1y|o < 1}. From egs. (47) and (48), we obtain that on &,,

[Po1n]3 < 2Ana < [PoLa[3 + 2C | Pu1,]3. (49)
The next lemma allows us to control the probability of the complementary event.
Lemma 4.2. If d*?/n — 0, then lim,_,., P(S) = 0

Proof Set u, = ﬁln. We can write £ = {|Py1,|0 > 1} = {v/n|Pyun|eo > 1}
Denote by «a = |[Pyu,|2. We have

Pyuy, = ou, + an/1 — a26,

where @ is distributed uniformly on the unit sphere in u;> and is independent of .. Hence for each

(Pvunz———i-a\/l—oﬂG

i,
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By a union bound, it holds that
P(£;) < nP(lo? + vnay/1 - a201] > 1) < n( P(a? > 1/2) + P(vnalti| > 1/2)).
Hence, using that a? = Beta(d/2, (n — d)/2) in distribution, we have

d(d+2)(d+4) _ d?

P(a? > 1/2) <8 E[a’] = 8n<n+ N D) St

Similarly, we have
3

d
P(vnal6;| > 1/2) < 4096d° E6) < —.
n
Therefore, combining the previous three displays yields P(ES) < d3/n? — 0, as required. [ |
We also recall the Lévy concentration function of a real-valued random variable Z, defined

Lz(e)=supP(x—ec<Z <z+e¢).
zeR

We make use of the following basic coupling inequality for the Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance.
Lemma 4.3. For any coupling of real-valued random variables U and V', and any € > 0,
dks (U, V) < P(JU =V|>¢) + Ly(g/2).
Lemma, 4.3 is proved in Section 4.4.2.

Lemma 4.4 (Lévy concentration function for x2). There exists a constant C > 0 such that the
following two inequalities hold:

(i) ford =2 and e > 0, we have £X§l(6) < Ce/V/d; and
(ii) for d =1 and e >0, we have L,2(e) < Cy/e.

Proof We write the density of x3 as fq(z) = mwg_leﬂﬂ, for z > 0. For d = 2, the density
is decreasing and | fa]s = 1/2. For d > 3, differentiation shows that its unique critical point is
at x = d — 2, which is the maximizer. Hence, for d > 3, the Stirling lower bound on the Gamma
function, namely, I'(z) > \/ﬂzz_%e_z for z = 1, gives

Hf H _ (d_ 2)g_16_(d_2)/2 < (d_ 2)%_16_(d_2)/2 _ e ( _ 2)3—1 . Ch
e 24/27(d/2) = 9df2 2m(d)2)s " 3e=42  2V/'md d S ovd

Above, we set C = %; together with the case d = 2, claim (i) immediately follows after increasing
C if needed. First consider d = 1. If G ~ N (0, 1), then G? ~ x3, and for 0 < a < b, we have

\/Ee
P(G2 € (a,b]) = sz o

This immediately implies ﬁx% (e) < %\E For d = 2, write Xﬁ = G? + Z, in distribution. Here,

—t2/2

dt < %(\/5—\/6) < \/i\/b—a.

Z ~ X(Qi—l is independent of G. Conditioning on Z, we have
Plx—ec<Xi<z+e)=EP(G*ece(x—~Z—c,x—Z+¢€]|2) < L2(e).

Consequently, claim (ii) follows with C' > Cy = % We may take C' = max{C1, Cs}. [ |

47



As d3/? /n — 0, we may assume without loss of generality that n is large enough such that d < n
holds. Consequently, noting that V is distributed uniformly among d-dimensional subspaces of R”,
we have

d n—d
2’ T)’

in distribution; indeed this is easily seen by writing Py = UU' for U € R™ % a matrix with
orthonormal columns, so that |[Py1,|2/+4/n is distributed as the norm of the first d coordinates of
a vector uniformly distributed on the unit sphere of R™. We recall the following standard result
that will also be used in the second part of the proof.

| P13 = n Beta(

Fact 4.1. Let 1 < d < n be integers. Let B ~ Beta(%, ”T_d) and Z ~ x2 be independent. Then,
ZB ~ X2

Let Z, ~ x2 be independent of V. By eq. (49), it holds on &, that

n

‘2An7d - %HPV]"VZH%‘ < ‘2An,d - Hpvlnug‘ + Hpvlnﬂg‘l - &} < CIHPVInHi + HP\)lnH%’l - % :

For completeness, the required fourth moment estimate follows from the decomposition used in the
proof of Lemma 4.2. Put u, = n~/?1,, and p = |Ppuy,|2. Then

Pyuy, = pPun + py/1— p20,

where p? ~ Beta(d/2, (n — d)/2) and @ is independent of p and uniform on the unit sphere of u
In particular, E 67 = 1/n, E0} < 3/n?, and symmetry gives

1

n -

4
E[PyLali =nE (o + Viapy/1- 0 01)
<n(Ep®+6Ep° +3Ep?)

d4 d3 d2 d2
< - )< =
~n<n4+n3+n2> S
Now, let «, 8 > 0. It holds that

P(20n4 — 22| Py, 3] > o+ 8) < P(E) + P(|Pula]i > o/C") + P(|PyLa[3[1 - 22| > p)
ok, O

< P(&, — —.
(&) + —— e,

Above, C > 0 denotes a sufficiently large universal constant. We used Markov’s inequality for the

first term and, for the second term, Var(Z,) = 2n and E |Py1,[3 = nd(d + 2)/(n + 2) < d? and
Chebyshev’s inequality. Fix € > 0. Put

an=—", B2=""2 and 6, =an+ fn

Then,
p (\2An,d — Zu| 1,3 > 5n> < P(E) + <. (50)

Now, observe that by Fact 4.1, % |Py1,,|3 is distributed as x2. Thus, if d > 2, then by Lemma 4.4(i),

on 20 d°2 \/ﬁ \/E
= < n _ 2T a ‘
Lttnypyy, 3 On) = £ 0n) = T8 = ===+ —0
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If d = 1, then by Lemma 4.4(ii),
(0n) = L,2(6n) < /6 — 0.

Combining this with eq. (50) and lemma 4.3 and using Lemma 4.2, we have

Z,
TnHPVLL”%

lim sup dkg (2An,d7 X?i) <e
n—aoo
Now recall that € > 0 was arbitrary, and hence we obtain the result.

Claim (ii): Now assume that d*2/n - 0; equivalently limsup, .., d*?/n > 0. First suppose
that d > n along an infinite subsequence, relabeled by nj. Then Z € R™ % has rank nj, almost
surely, and hence Ank,dnk, = ny log 2 almost surely. Since the chi-square distribution is continuous,
its KS distance from any point mass is at least 1/2. Consequently,

1
lim sup dkg (2An,q; Xg) Z 5

n—ow 2

It remains to consider the case where d < n eventually. Choose a subsequence, relabeled by n, such
that

d3/? d
Tn = — — 7€ (0, 00], ﬁ—>p€[0,1].
Set 7(6) = h(8) — &. Since r(0) = 7/(0) = 0 and ”(8) = 25 > §2 for |§] < 1, an integration
argument yields
o) 4
h(d) > — + —, for |§] <1
@)= %+ forly

Let 6 € [—1,1]™ be a minimizer in eq. (47), which exists by compactness, and write § = —Ppl, + s

where s € V+. Note that
1615 = [Pv1nl3 + sl = [ Pylal3.

4
Cauchy-Schwarz implies that ||z|] > % for any x € R™. Hence,
2050 > [6]3 + *H5H4 613 + *||5H2 | P13 + nHPVIn“%a (51)

where the first inequality uses h(d;) = 02/2 + 61/12, the second uses [d|f = |6]3/n (Cauchy—
Schwarz), and the third uses ||§|3 > |Py1,]3. Let & = 5 and a,, = /4;%2. Observe that if | Py1,[3 >
d — ay, then by eq. (51),

ol g, ()P

The final inequality uses d < n and £ = 1/20. Hence, {|Py1,]3 = d — an} < {2A0 > d + an}.
Thus,

20pq = d—a, + > d + 2ay,.

dis (2004, X3) = P(xG < d+a,) —P(| P15 <d—ay). (52)

Now, suppose that p € (0,1]. Then, for n large enough, d/n > p/2. Using the fact that
| Py1,|3/n ~ Beta(4, (n— d)), we have E |Py1,|3 = d, while Var(|Py1,]3) = 2d7(li_2d) < 2d. Hence
Chebyshev’s 1nequahty ylelds

Var (| Py1,||2), Var(x? 2 1
max{P(HPvlnH% <d—an),P(x2>d+ an)} < maxtVar(| Py . I2) VarOa)} _ % <
aTL
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Combined with display eq. (52), we have dkg (2An7d, Xﬁ) — 1, along this subsequence.

Finally, suppose p = 0 so that d/n — 0 and necessarily d — 0. We again introduce Z,, ~ X,%,
independent of V, and therefore, of |Py1,[3. Let us also define 7, = £2|P,1,|3, which by
Fact 4.1, has distribution X?l' The conclusion will follow from Slutsky’s theorem by combining

the convergence \/% (|Pv1,[3 — T) — 0 in probability with the convergence T\%:dd 4N (0,1) in
distribution, which we establish in the following lines. Fix ¢ > 0 and M > 0. Then, observe that

Pyl1,|3 - 2| Py1, |3 2
p (IPLl8 = SARLIEL ) p (1,8 > a1d) + P (|2 n] > "22)
v2d MA/d
1 M3 1
< + — = — as n — oo.

M ' ne? M’

Since this holds for each M and € > 0, we have ﬁ(HPylnﬂg — 21| Py1,|3) — 0 in probability as
n — . Additionally, we have by the central limit theorem, that

%HPV]-TL”% —d d Xz_d _d N (0,1)
V2d V2d Y

2
as n — oo. By Slutsky’s theorem, we have % 4N (0,1) as n — 0. Set

ap = —2 —ids/z—iT a € (0,00]

Hence, as n — o0, it holds that

L 1n Qid o(— ) ;
P(HPvlan<d—an)=p(w<_an) _Je(-a), a<w
m 07 O[ZOO,

On the other hand, by the central limit theorem, as n — oo, it holds that

2 _d )
P(x§<d+an)=P<Xd <an) —>{ (@), <o,

V2d 1, a = 0.

Combining the previous two displays along with eq. (52), we obtain

lim inf ds (2.4, X3) =

n—o0

20(a) — 1, a < oo,
1, a = 0,

as n — 00. This proves part (ii).

4.4.2 Remaining proofs

Proof (of Lemma 4.3) Let Fyy and Fy denote the CDFs of U and V. Put A = {|U — V| > &}
Then, the following inclusions hold on A€, for any x € R:

{U<z}c{V<z+e} and {(V<ax—e}c{U<uz}.
Therefore, by a union bound on A, A¢, we have

Fv(iL' - 6) - P(A) < FU(:E) < Fv(l’ + E) + P(A)
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Using max{Fy (z) — Fy(x —¢), Fy(z +¢) — Fy(z)} < Ly (¢/2), we have

SEII{WU(JU) —Fy(z)] < P(A) + Lv(¢/2),

as required. [ |

Proof (of Fact 4.1) Write Z ~ x2 as Z = A+ A’, with A ~ x% and A’ ~ x2_, independent of A.
The ratio A/(A + A’) ~ Beta(4, 5%) is independent of the total A + A’ ~ x2, and their product
is A ~ X(21~ [ |
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A Al disclosure and the proof of the d = 2 upper bound

The results in the main body of the paper were developed by the authors from summer 2025 to
March 2026. During the development of the main body, the authors carried out experiments with
public OpenAl models up to GPT-5.4. These experiments provided no decisive mathematical Al
contribution that would warrant disclosure.

As an informal benchmark for current Al capabilities, the authors used the lower bound from
Proposition 4.1. In tests conducted on June 11, 2026, GPT-5.5 Pro and Claude Fable 5 were the
first among the tested models to recover a similar construction from the problem statement alone
in a single response, without hints or access to previous conversations.

Theorem A.1 below, which gives the upper bound for d = 2, is the only significant result not
contained in the March 2026 draft. Its proof was produced in July 2026 through a process involving
GPT-5.6-Sol Ultra and multiple runs of GPT-5.6-Sol Pro. To keep this distinction clear, the result
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is placed in this appendix. The authors verified the argument and present a simplified proof sketch
below.

The pipeline used by the authors for the proof of Theorem A.1 was subsequently refined into
a single prompt containing a list of key hints. In repeated tests in July 2026, GPT-5.6-Sol Pro
recovered versions of the proof of the upper bound in a single response from this prompt and could
not do so when the last hint was removed. The final prompt is presented after the results below.

Theorem A.1 (Worst case upper bound in dimension two). There exists a constant C' > 0 such
that, for any n = 16 and any 6 € (0,1/e], it holds that

sup sup Qp_5 <A£§g(0*; T1.n; len)) <C (log loglogn + log 1) .
z1,..,n€R2 0*eR2 o

Proof sketch Throughout the proof, C, ¢ > 0 denote universal constants whose values may change

from line to line. For simplicity, in the derivation below we assume that the relevant suprema are

attained. By Lemma 2.1, it is enough to fix a subspace W < R" with dim(W) < 2, a vector v € W,

and € ~ p,. Recall that

. pw(€)
€)= o(e;v;), I'w(e;v) = sup lo .
)= [Tom). T = splogh2S
We prove the moment bound
E.p, exp(nl'w (g;v)) < C(2 + loglog n)¢ (53)

for universal n > 0 and n > 16. Since the right hand side is uniform in W and v, Markov’s
inequality will give the desired quantile bound. We treat the different margin ranges separately
and combine the bounds at the end.

The large margin coordinates. We first separate the coordinates according to the size of their
true margins. Let a; = |v;| and s; = sign(v;), with s; = 1 when v; = 0, and define

Bi=Uei=—si}, ¢ =o(-ai)e(0,1/2].

Thus B; = 1 means that the observed label goes against the more likely label, and the B; are
independent with B; ~ Ber (¢;). Let

E={i:a;>2logn}
be the set of large margin coordinates. Define

—[Tar—g)*™",  befo1}¥,
€€

Pued) = [o(si(1 = 2bi)w;),

€€

Pw €(b)
T'e(b) = sup log — .
5( ) weW pg(b)

Since every fitted mass is at most one, I'g(b) < —log pg(b). Thus, for any fixed 0 < n < 1/2,
E exp(nT'¢(Bg)) Zpg be) M =[[((1—a) " +q ") <C. (54)
€€

-2

Here the last inequality uses ¢; < n™“ on &.
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The retained coordinates and their block likelihood ratios. Write R = [n]\E for the
retained coordinates. Let I, = {i € R : a; < 1} and split the remaining coordinates into the
nonempty dyadic blocks {i € R : 2/ < a; < 27!}, j > 0. Enumerate all nonempty retained blocks
as I, ..., Ig. Since a; < 2logn on R,

H < C(1+loglogn). (55)

Choose a linear map T : R? — W with range W; then v + Tw runs through W as u runs through
R2. For by, € {0,1}/%s], define the likelihood ratio of block I, by

o (si(1 = 2b;)(v; + (Tu);)) - |
o (si(1 — 2b;)v;) ’ Ls(br.) = 5;111{)2 log Ls(u; by, ).

Ls(u; b[s) = H

i€l

By subadditivity,
H

Tw(g;v) < Tg(Bg) + sup Z log Ls(u; By,). (56)

ueR? s=1

We first prove, uniformly for every retained block,
Eexp(nofs(Bls)) <C, 1<s<H, (57)

for universal constants 7y, C' > 0, where the expectation is under the true block law.

The dyadic block bound. Consider a dyadic block with A < a; < 2A. The normalized space

<8iwi> cweW
Ai /eI,

has dimension at most two and contains the constant vector 1. We may therefore write its elements
as a + ft;, with ¢; = 0 in the case of rank one. Set

w; = %—16 [0,1], yi = A(l — a — Bty), li(x;b) =bx—log(1—qi—|—qiexp($)).

Fix for now b € {0, 1}/s]; later we take b = By, under the true block law. The block log likelihood
ratio at (o, ) is Xy, €i((1 + wi)yi; bi). Since £;(-;b) is concave and £;(0;b) = 0, we have

Gi((1+ wi)y; b) < 4i(y;b) + wili(y; b).
Taking suprema gives

Ti(b) < GO®) + G (), GO (b) = sup Z i(yi; bi), G (b) = sup Z wil;(yi; bi).
B i€l .p i€l

We bound Ggo)(b) using two likelihood ratios in dimension one, both covered by Corollary 3.1.
Reparameterize y; = v + At; and set

PO = ®Ber (qi)a P’y,)\ = ®Ber (qi(’%)‘))v

i€l i€ls

where
qi

— 4

(v, A) =0 <log ] +v+ )\ti> )
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Also write

N@®) = > b, U®) =D tibi.

iEIs iels

For the random vector B, write N = N(B) and U = U(B). With this notation,

P, A(b) 0) Py (D)
’ = Ci(y + )\ti; b;), Gs b) = suplo ’ .
By 2 0 (b) = suplog 2 1)

log

Write m = N(b) and suppose first that 0 < m < |I|. For each A, let 7v(A) be the unique intercept
for which E P,y N = m; it is unique because the expected count increases continuously from 0 to
|I;| with . Direct differentiation shows that v(\) is the maximizing intercept. We compare this
law with the law obtained by varying only the intercept and having the same expected count. Let
X be a maximizer of A — log(Py(x),(b)/Po(b)). Define

Q= Pv(f\)f\’ R = Py0)0 EqgN =ErN =m.

Set

P, o(b) R(b)
Gm(b) = suplog —~ =lo ,
() = suplos 20y =18 )
Pyoya(b | N =m)
C,,(b) = suplo Y,
0= suploe =R b TV = m)

= sup (AU (b) — log Ep, [exp(A\U) | N = m]).
AeR

The first quantity is the log likelihood ratio obtained by varying only the intercept. In the second,
conditioning on N = m cancels the intercept factor, leaving the conditional likelihood ratio obtained
by varying the slope with the observed count fixed. Differentiating the profiled likelihood at A gives
EqU = U(b). Since log(dQ/dR) is affine in N and U, and Eg N = N(b) = m, its value at b equals
its expectation under (). Hence

QM) _
Moreover,
Q(b) QN =m) QBN =m)
log 2 —1og L T g, O T Z T
BCRO) T BRN=m) 5RO |N=m)
Since R(- | N = m) = Py(- | N = m), the definition of C,,(b) bounds the second term, and
therefore QN )
=m
<log —— 'm (D).

Since N is a sum of independent Bernoulli variables with integer mean m under both @ and
R, the standard estimate [7, Theorem 1], together with the mode property [/&, Theorem 4] and
Chebyshev’s inequality for the reverse bound, gives

QN =m) = (1+ Varg(N)) ™2, R(N =m) = (1 + Varg(N)) "2,
The atom bounds give

Q(N =m) <C+11 1+ Varp(N)

log X — 7Y - TRV
“C RN =m) 2 %% 1+ Varg(N)’

3
Varg(N) < §VarQ(N) + 3D (Q | R),
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where the second inequality follows by summing r(1 —r) < 3p(1 — p) + 3Dw(Ber (p) | Ber (r)).
Moreover, with K = Dy(Q | R), the variance bound gives (14+Varg(N))/(1+Varg(N)) < C(1+K).

Consequently,
QN =m)

1
M <C+ kaI(Q | R).

log
Since log %(bb)) = Gp(b) + Du(Q | R), the preceding bounds give

GO (b) < G (b) + C + 2C, (b). (58)

S

When m = 0 or m = |I4|, the family obtained by varying only the intercept has the same supremum
for the observed mass, and the conclusion holds with C),(b) = 0. We now take b = B = (B;)jer, ~
Py and set

Gy =GNy (B),  COn =Cnp)(B).

Thus both terms are covered by our existing result in dimension one: G corresponds to varying the
intercept, while, conditionally on N, Cy corresponds to varying the slope. Part (i) of Corollary 3.1
gives, for ¢t > log 2,

PPO(GN>t)<2€Xp(—t), PPO(CN>t‘N)<2€Xp(—t>.
Integrating these tails and applying Holder’s inequality to the pointwise bound above gives
Ep, exp(nG”(B)) < C

for a sufficiently small universal n > 0.

For the weighted term, let S; ~ Ber(w;) independently of B. Since Ziels wili(yi; B;) =
Eg Zie[s Sili(yi; B;), moving the supremum through the expectation and applying Jensen’s in-
equality gives

exp(nGgl)(B)) < Egexp (77 sup Z Sil;i(yi; BZ)> .

B e,

o

For fixed values of the variables S;, the supremum on the right is G5~ on the selected coordinates

and is zero if no coordinate is selected. Hence the preceding bound for Ggo) gives
Ep exp(nGgl)(B)) < Epggexp (n saug Z Sili(ys; Bz)> < C.
P el
Thus Hélder’s inequality, with a smaller 7 if necessary, proves (57) for every dyadic block.
The central block bound. It remains to consider the central block I e,; the empty case is trivial,

so assume it is nonempty. Here |v;] < 1. Let r; € R? be the rows of T, so that (Th); = {(r;, h).
Returning to the original label encoding, set

1+ exp(v; + 2)

§i=1Hei=1}—ow),  ki(z) =log —— exp(v;)

—o(v;)z.

Suppressing the observed labels from the notation, write

I_‘cen = Sup Z (§i<ria h> - ki(<ri7 h‘>)) :

heR? i€lcon
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It is standard to show that there is a universal x > 0 such that, uniformly for |v;| <1,

ki(z) = kz* when |2| < 1, Dy(Ber (o(v; + 2)) | Ber (o(vi))) = kmin{z?1}. (59)

Fix t = 1 and consider the event t < I'cen, < 2t. Let 7 be a maximizer. The score equation gives

Teen = 3, Dia(Ber (a(vi +<ri, 1) ) | Ber (o(v))) < 2t

i€lcen

and hence R
2 min {<’ri, hy?, 1} < Ct.
i€lcen

Consider the deterministic set

A = {z € Ieen : Jh € R2, Z min {<rj,h>2, 1} < Ct, [{ri,hy| = 1} .

jEIcen

We claim that |A;] < C(1 +t). For each i € A, choose a corresponding h; and change its sign
and scale it toward zero so that {r;, h;) = 1, while >,.; min {(rj, hi)?, 1} < Ct. Draw a directed
edge i — j when ¢ # j and [(rj, h;)| = 1/2. Each outgoing neighbor contributes at least 1/4 to
the preceding sum, so the total number of directed edges is at most Ct|.A;|. The underlying graph
therefore has average degree at most Ct and an independent set of size at least |A:/(Ct + 1).
On an independent set S, let M = ({rj, h;));ies. The matrix M has rank at most two, has ones
on its diagonal, and all its other entries have absolute value less than 1/2. Since rank(M) < 2,
|tr(M)|?> < rank(M)| M|, and hence

[P = [tr(M)? <2 ) {rj hi? < 2|S]| + %ISI(ISI - 1),
i,jeS
so |S| < 3, which proves the claimed bound.

For i € Icen\A; we have [(r;,h)] < 1. Thus, on this event, I'ce, is at most the sum of the
unrestricted supremum over A; and the supremum over I.e,\A; subject to |[(r;, hy| < 1 for all such
1. The unrestricted term is the likelihood ratio statistic on A; for a subspace of dimension at
most two. If this subspace has dimension zero, the supremum is zero; otherwise, Lemma 2.2 and
Markov’s inequality give

P sup Y (&lri,hy — ki((ri, 1)) = 2 | < C(1+ | A¢])? exp(—2).
h€R2 iEAt
For the constrained supremum on the complement, let 1I; be the orthogonal projection onto the
space
{(<Ti7 h>)iefcen\.4t the RQ} s

whose dimension is at most two. The first bound in (59) gives

sup S (€~ ks ) < 5 [Tu(Eern a3

heR2 .
Kb <1, 1€ oo\ Ay “Eleen At

Indeed, applying Hoeffding’s inequality to an orthonormal basis of the range of II; and taking a
union bound shows that the right hand side has upper tail Cexp(—cx). Together with |A;| <
C(1 +t), this proves

P(t < Teen < 2t) < C(1 +t)% exp(—ct).
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Therefore, for sufficiently small universal ng > 0,

Eexp (norcen) < exp(no) + Z exp (27702k) P(Zk < leen < 2k+1) <C
k=0

This proves (57) for the central block.

Aggregating the retained blocks. Below we write Lg(u) = Lg(u; By,) and I's = T's(By,). Thus

H
[ret = sup Z log Ls(u)'

ucR? s=1

The direct bound I'yet < Zle ['s is of order H, whereas we need order log(H + 1). The planar
quantitative Helly theorem reduces the relevant area comparison to at most four blocks. There are
only polynomially many such choices, which gives the required logarithm. To use this reduction,
we pass from maxima to integrals: concavity relates each integral to the area of a set of near
maximizers, while Fubini preserves the mean one identity for likelihood ratios over the omitted
blocks.

The case H = 0 is trivial. Assume that H > 1, fix R > 0, and define Bg = {u € R?: |us < R}.
For Pc {1,...,H}, set Ly =1 and define

Lp(u) = [[Ls(w), Tpr= max logLp(u),  Ipr= L Lp(u) du,
seP R

and
Kpr={ueBgr:logLp(u) >Tpr—1}.

Thus I'p r is the maximum block log likelihood ratio on the ball, while Ip g is the corresponding
integrated likelihood ratio. We now compare the integral with the area of Kpr. The lower bound
follows by integrating over this set. Let upr € Br be a maximizer in the definition of I'pg.
Concavity of log Lp(-) gives, for every ¢t > 1,

{u € Bp: FP,R — long(u) < t} cuppr+ t(’CP,R — uRR).

Consequently, we have

Q0

eXp(—Fp,R)IRR = f exp(—t) area ({u € Br: FP,R — log Lp(u) < t}) dt = area(leyR).
0

We next measure the gap between maximizing the blocks separately over R? and maximizing
them jointly with one common parameter on Bgr. Define this gap by

H
Ap =Y Ts =T, mr

s=1
The set on which no individual block loses more than Agr + 1 is

H
Cs:{ueBR:FS_logLs(u)gAR‘f‘l}, CzﬂCS.

s=1
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Each term I's — log Ls(u) is nonnegative. Since

H H
(Fs - log Ls(u)) = AR + 11{1,...,H},R - Z log LS(U),

s=1 s=1
we have
H
IC{L...,H},R cCc {u € BR . Z lOg Ls(u) = F{L...,H},R — H(AR + 1)} .
s=1

The preceding area comparison therefore gives
area(C) < C(H + 1)*(Ag +1)? area(KCq1,. my,R)-

Each C; is compact and convex. Moreover, Ky gy r © C has positive area by continuity. Applying

the planar quantitative Helly theorem [%] pathwise gives a set Pc {1,..., H}, which may depend
on the observations, such that 1 < |P| < 4 and

area ﬂ Cs | < Carea(C).
seP

Moreover, we have

"~ ueBr ~ ueEBR
seP seP

H
Z I's — Fﬁ,R = min Z (T's —log Ls(u)) ¢ < min {Z (T — IOgLS(u))} = Ag.
s=1

It follows that IC PRC ﬂs <p Cs. Using the area comparison once again gives

exp(—I'p p)Ip g
’ ’ < C(H + 1)%(Ag +1)2
exp(—Tq1,. myr) 1, 1} R ( J(&r+1)

To avoid conditioning on the set ]3, which depends on the data, let P be the fixed family of all
nonempty subsets of {1,..., H} with at most four elements:

P={Pc{l,....H:1<|P|<4}.

In particular, |P| < C(H + 1)*. For P € P, Fubini’s theorem, block independence, and conditional
Jensen’s inequality give, for 0 < r < 1,

Iy m.r 1
E [{’7}7 (BIS)SEP:| -
Ipr Ipr gy,

I T
o[ () |5, <.

Ipr

Lp(u)E Ly . gyp(u)du =1,

Here Ip g depends only on the blocks indexed by P, while the conditional expectation is over the
omitted blocks. Thus the ratio of the two integrals has conditional mean one for every fixed P.
The area comparison above connects this ratio back to the maxima. Rearranging the preceding
ratio gives the pointwise bound

Iy, mR
(L1, a1y.r) < C(H + 1A + 1) maxexp(T ) L5200
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Choose a fixed 0 < 7 < min{n/2,1/4}. For every fixed P € P, the conditional bound above,
block independence, and (57) give

I 2n
B {1,...,H},R>

Ipr

exp(2n'pR) <

< Eexp (217 Z Fs> < C.

seP
Also, (57) gives ET'y < C, and 0 < Ap < 25:1 I's. Since 4n < 1, concavity gives
E(Ag + )" < C(H +1)*.

Using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality and Emaxpep Zp < ) pep E Zp for nonnegative Zp gives
1/2
I n
Ipr

The last bound does not depend on R. Since Iy} p — T'ret as R — 00, monotone convergence
gives the same moment bound for I';e;. Combining it with (54) through (56), and applying Holder’s
inequality after decreasing 7 if necessary, proves (53). Markov’s inequality then gives

Eexp(nl'1,..my,r) < C(H + 1)2" (E(AR + 1)4n)1/2 (Z "
PeP

< C(H + 1)*|P|Y2 < C(H + 1)*1+2,

1 1
Qi_s(Tw(gv)) <C (log(H +2) + log 5) <C (logloglogn + log 5> )
Here the last inequality uses (55). The claim follows. [ |

Remark A.1 (Where d = 2 enters). Arguably the essential use of d = 2 in the proof occurs in
the scalar reduction (58). After profiling the common intercept and conditioning on the number of
errors, only one slope parameter remains, so Corollary 3.1 gives the block bound (57). For example,
in dimension d = 3, two slope parameters remain and the same reduction to the one-dimensional
bound is unavailable.

For completeness, we also state the corresponding quantile lower bound. There is almost nothing
new in its proof compared with the proof of Proposition 4.1. We retain the event used in that proof
instead of averaging over it, and then use Proposition 2.3 for the term log(1/4).

Corollary A.1 (Worst case quantile lower bound in dimension two). There exists a constant ¢ > 0
such that, for any n = 16 and any § € (0,1/(16e?)], it holds that

1
sup sup Qp_5 <A17?g(0*; T1.p; len)) =>c <log loglog n + log ) :

z1,...,tn€R2 #*eR? d
Proof sketch For all sufficiently large n, the proof of Proposition 4.1 gives a two-dimensional
subspace W < R™ and a vector v € W such that

1 1
Pevp, (FW(S; v) > 510g log log n) > Sz

Thus, by Lemma 2.1, there are design vectors and a target parameter for which the likelihood
ratio is at least 1logloglogn with probability at least 1/(8e?) > 6. Its (1 — &) quantile has the
same lower bound. The term log(1/§) follows from Proposition 2.3, applied with k£ = 2. Taking
the better of the two constructions and decreasing the universal constant gives the displayed sum.
The remaining bounded range of n is covered by the coordinate subspace bound after a further
adjustment of the constant. [ |
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\sigma(t)=\fraci{i+e {-t}}.

\1

For an integer \(n\gel\), let \(W\subseteq\mathbb R°n\) be a deterministic linear
subspace with \(\dim W\le2\), and let \(v\in W\). For
\(y\in\{-1,1\}"n\), define

\[

p_v(y)=\prod_{i=1}"n\sigma(y_iv_i),\qquad

\Gamma_W (y;v)=\sup_{w\in WH\log\frac{p_w(y)Hp_v(y)}
=\sup_{w\in WH\sum_{i=1}"n
\log\frac{\sigma(y_iw_i)}{\sigma(y_iv_i)}.

\]

The supremum is extended: it need not be attained by a finite \(w\).

Prove completely that there are absolute constants \(C>0\) and \(N\in\mathbb N\)
such that, for every \(n\ge N\), every such \(W,v\), every \(0<\delta<i\), and
\(Y\sim p_v\),

X

\Pr_v\!'\left\{\Gamma_W(Y;v)>

C\left (\log\log\log n+\log\fraci\delta\right)\right\}\le\delta .

\]

All logarithms are natural, and \(N\) is large enough that

\(\log\log\log n\gel\). Constants must be uniform in the design, multiplicities,
conditioning of the design, and existence of a finite MLE.

Give a clean, unconditional, publication-quality proof. Do not assume bounded fitted
predictors or true parameters, general position, distinct rows, full rank, good
conditioning, or attainment. Treat rank zero and rank one, empty blocks, repeated
and collinear rows, all-equal outcomes, endpoint suprema, separation,
quasi-separation, and lower-rank limits. Prove every nonstandard auxiliary assertion
and verify the hypotheses of every quoted standard theorem. Do not leave
placeholders such as \assuming the following lemma"; the submitted answer itself
must finish every step.

The hints below are a roadmap, not granted lemmas. Verify every assertion and supply
all arguments needed to make it valid.

Hints.

1. Extreme block: modal-recode and set \(a_i=|v_il\). For
\(E=\{i:a_i>2\log n\}\) and the true product law \(P_E\) of their modal-error
vector \(B_E\), prove
\ [
\Gamma_E(B_E)\le-\log P_E(B_E),\qquad
\mathbb E e"{\eta[-\log P_E(B_E)]1}\le C
\1
for universal \(\eta,C>0\).

2. Offset profile: for arbitrary fixed logistic offsets and a common intercept,
profile the intercept, condition on total error count, regularize the scalar
slope, and prove a universal fractional exponential moment for the extended
gain. Treat all-equal fibers and endpoint suprema directly.

3. Factor-two block: normalize by its true margins; use concavity to compare the
rescaled likelihoods; then reduce its gain, including fractional rescaling
through Bernoulli thinning, to a bounded number of arbitrary-offset
common-intercept profiles.

4. Central geometry: use uniform local logistic curvature and
Sgh)=\sum_i\min\{z_i(h)”2,1\}.
Si a shell \(s\le\Gamma<2s\), the ridge/KL identity gives
\(Q(h_\varepsilon)\le Cs\). For \(u\gel\), prove by planar rank-two packing
S;\{i:\exists h,\ Q(h)\le u,\ |z_i(h)|\gel\}=0(u).

5. Central gain: control the exceptional rows by a finite planar ray profile
and the rest by a rank-two quadratic profile, obtaining a universal exponential
tail and fractional exponential moment for the central-block gain.

6. Aggregation: use convex deficits and the sublevel-set/partition-function
comparison. With \(\Delta=\sum_{s=0}"H\Gamma_s-\Gamma_\varepsilon\), prove that
planar quantitative Helly selects \(IP|\le4\) with
\ [

\frac{Z_P}{Z}\le C(H+1)"2(\Delta+1)"2.
\1
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