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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 ě d ě 3, we
determine, up to universal constants, its worst case p1 ´ δq quantile over all fixed collections of
design vectors and all target parameters:

d log
´en

d

¯

` log

ˆ

1

δ

˙

.

This is a nonasymptotic analogue of the Wilks χ2
d 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

log log log n` log

ˆ

1

δ

˙

.

The worst case quantile in dimension d “ 1 is of order logp1{δq, with no dependence on n. Finally,
i.i.d. Gaussian design vectors recover the classical Wilks scale. In the regime n Á d ` logp1{δq,
we prove the sharp bound

d` log

ˆ

1

δ

˙

.

Unlike existing asymptotic results, our bounds are uniform over the target parameter, which
may depend on n, d, and δ.
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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 Y1, . . . , Yn P t´1, 1u are indepen-
dent and satisfy

Pθ‹pYi “ 1q “ σpxxi, θ
‹yq, σptq “

1

1 ` e´t
,

for deterministic covariates x1, . . . , xn P Rd and some unknown target vector θ‹ P Rd. In this case,
the log-likelihood ratio statistic is defined as

Λlog
n pθ‹q ” Λlog

n pθ‹;x1, . . . , xn;Y1, . . . , Ynq “ log
supθPRd

śn
i“1 σ

`

Yixxi, θy
˘

śn
i“1 σ

`

Yixxi, θ‹y
˘ . (1)

The first question is to understand the distribution of this statistic. In the case of independent and
identically distributed random covariates X1, . . . , Xn, the classical asymptotic behavior as n Ñ 8

is well understood through Wilks’ phenomenon; see, for instance, the classical papers of Wilks [57,
pp. 62] and Chernoff [15, Theorem 1]. When d and θ‹ 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{2{n Ñ 0)

Λlog
n pθ‹;X1, . . . , Xn;Y1, . . . , Ynq

d
ÝÑ

1

2
χ2
d.

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, Candès 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 θ‹ are
fixed and n Ñ 8. High-dimensional asymptotic results of Sur, Chen and Candès [54], and further
developments in this direction [53, 58], show that even under Gaussian design and proportional
asymptotics d{n Ñ κ, the usual χ2 approximation can fail. These results work in structured random
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design asymptotic regimes. In particular, [54] 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 δ P p0, 1q, write Q1´δpZq “ inf
␣

t P R : PpZ ď tq ě 1 ´ δ
(

for the p1 ´ δq-quantile of a
scalar random variable Z. We are interested in the quantile of the log-likelihood ratio for logistic
regression:

Q1´δ

´

Λlog
n pθ‹;x1:n;Y1:nq

¯

.

Here and below, x1:n denotes x1, . . . , xn, Y1:n denotes Y1, . . . , Yn, and a — b means that cb ď a ď Cb
for universal positive constants c, C. The main result of the paper can be summed up as follows.

Simplified worst case fixed design bounds. Assume that n ě d ě 1 and δ P p0, 1{es, and,
when d “ 2, that n ě 16 and δ ď 1{p16e2q. Then

sup
x1,...,xnPRd

θ‹PRd

Q1´δ

´

Λlog
n pθ‹;x1:n;Y1:nq

¯

—

$

’

’

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

’

’

%

log

ˆ

1

δ

˙

, d “ 1,

log log log n` log

ˆ

1

δ

˙

, d “ 2,

d log
´en

d

¯

` log

ˆ

1

δ

˙

, 3 ď d ď n.

See Theorem 2.1 for d ě 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 δ P p0, 1{2s, it holds that

Q1´δpχ
2
dq — d` log

´1

δ

¯

.

Thus, in particular, for d ě 3, in the worst case over deterministic designs, the dimension term is
inflated by the factor logpen{dq, while the tail term logp1{δq remains of the same order as in the
χ2
d 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 θ‹.
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, . . . , Xn

be i.i.d. N p0, Idq. Then, for every δ P p0, 12 s such that n ě d` logp1{δq,

sup
θ‹PRd

Q1´δ

´

Λlog
n pθ‹;X1:n;Y1:nq

¯

— d` log

ˆ

1

δ

˙

.

Therefore, arbitrary deterministic designs and Gaussian random designs lead to different fi-
nite sample pictures. For Gaussian random design one always has the nonasymptotic χ2

d-type
upper bound d ` logp1{δq, uniformly over the target parameter. At the origin, the exact scale is

3



mintn, d ` logp1{δqu, 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 ě d, define

pΘlog
n,δ “

!

θ P Rd : Λlog
n pθq ď d logpen{dq ` logp1{δq

)

. (2)

Then, for every deterministic design x1, . . . , xn P Rd, every θ‹ P Rd, and every δ P p0, 1q,

Pθ‹

´

θ‹ P pΘlog
n,δ

¯

ě 1 ´ δ.

This statement does not assume anything about the conditioning of the design, does not impose
any restriction on }θ‹}2, and does not require the maximum likelihood estimator to exist.

The price for this level of generality is that the geometry of pΘlog
n,δ 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:

∇2
θΛ

log
n pθq

ˇ

ˇ

θ“θ‹ “

n
ÿ

i“1

σpxxi, θ
‹yqσp´xxi, θ

‹yqxix
T
i .

The weights σptqσp´tq decay like e´|t| for large |t|. Specifically, for all real t, σptqσp´tq ď e´|t|, hence
observations with (even moderately) large margin |xxi, θ

‹y| 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, 38], 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
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Wilks phenomena for generalized likelihood ratio statistics, including nonparametric and semipara-
metric settings, were studied by Fan, Zhang and Zhang [24].

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 Candès [54] and Sur and
Candès [53]. These works show that the classical Wilks calibration can fail even for Gaussian
random design in proportional high-dimensional asymptotics. In particular, [54] 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 θ‹, 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 2Λlog
n p0q by χ2

d in
Kolmogorov distance is governed by d3{2{n: it holds when d3{2{n Ñ 0, and fails when this condition
does not hold. Thus the proportional regime d{n Ñ κ ą 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 Ñ 0 has a relevant precedent in Portnoy’s version of the Wilks theorem [44], 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 [5, 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 [6] introduced a self-concordant analysis for logistic regression, and
Ostrovskii and Bach [43] 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 [28]
studied finite sample estimation under Gaussian designs, with particular attention to small noise
or high signal regimes. The work of Chardon, Lerasle and Mourtada [14] gives sharp finite sample
guarantees for the existence and excess risk of the logistic MLE under regular random designs, with
explicit dependence on }θ‹}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 Λlog

n pθ‹q 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 [14] 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.
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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 x1:i
and y1:i´1, the strategy assigns probabilities qip¨ | x1:i, y1:i´1q to the next label. If the strategy has
deterministic regret Rn against the logistic class, then

n
ÿ

i“1

´ log qipyi | x1:i, y1:i´1q ´ inf
θPRd

n
ÿ

i“1

´ log σpyixxi, θyq ď Rn

implies

Pθ‹

´

Λlog
n pθ‹q ą Rn ` log

´1

δ

¯¯

ď δ.

This viewpoint is closely related to the idea of converting online guarantees into confidence sets
due to Abbasi-Yadkori, Pál and Szepesvári [1] and to recent sequential confidence constructions for
logistic and generalized linear models [39, 34, 16].

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 }θ‹}2; see
[25]. The more relevant setting is transductive: the whole design x1, . . . , xn is known in advance,
and only the labels are predicted sequentially. Recent work of Qian, Rakhlin and Zhivotovskiy [45]
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 [49]. Related regret and redundancy quantities have a long history;
see, for example, [46]. For logistic models, early geometric analysis appears in Dowty [20], while
more recent work studies precise minimax regret in special settings [30, 48, 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 }θ‹}2. This yields the upper bound d logpen{dq, 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.

• 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.

• In Section 3 we study regimes where the logarithmic factor is absent. We prove nonasymptotic
χ2-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.

• 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 Ñ 8.
We also treat the special two-dimensional case, showing that uniform χ2-type behavior is
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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.

• Appendix A gives the AI 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 ě 2. The behavior depends
substantially on the dimension. The univariate case admits sharper χ2

1-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 ě 3. The remaining case d “ 2 exhibits
unusual behavior. In Section 4.2 we prove a lower bound of the smaller order log log log n, and the
matching upper bound is given in Theorem A.1 in the appendix.

Let us recall our model. Assume that Y1, . . . , Yn P t´1, 1u are independent and satisfy

Pθ‹pYi “ 1q “ σpxxi, θ
‹yq, σptq “

1

1 ` e´t
, (3)

for deterministic covariates x1, . . . , xn P Rd. In this case, writing

ℓnpθq “

n
ÿ

i“1

log
`

1 ` expp´Yixxi, θyq
˘

,

the log-likelihood ratio statistic (1) takes the form

Λlog
n pθ‹q “ ℓnpθ‹q ´ inf

θPRd
ℓnpθq.

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´δpZq “ inf
!

z P R | PpZ ď zq ě 1 ´ δ
)

.

First, in the fixed design setup consider the quantities

EFDpn, dq “ sup
x1,...,xnPRd

θ‹PRd

EΛlog
n pθ‹;x1:n;Y1:nq,

QFD
1´δpn, dq “ sup

x1,...,xnPRd

θ‹PRd

Q1´δ

´

Λlog
n pθ‹;x1:n;Y1:nq

¯

.

Above, the randomness is over the realization of Y1, . . . , Yn. Similarly, in the case of random design,
we consider

ERDpn, dq “ sup
θ‹PRd,P

EΛlog
n pθ‹;X1:n;Y1:nq, and QRD

1´δpn, dq “ sup
θ‹PRd,P

Q1´δ

´

Λlog
n pθ‹;X1:n;Y1:nq

¯

.

The randomness is over the realization of Y1:n | X1:n according to the logistic model and X1:n
i.i.d.
„ P .

Here, supremum is over probability measures P on Rd.
Our first main result follows.
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Theorem 2.1 (Worst-case behavior of the logistic LLR statistic). For n ě d ě 3 and any δ P p0, 1e s,
it holds that

QFD
1´δpn, dq — QRD

1´δpn, dq — d log
´en

d

¯

` log
1

δ
. (4a)

In particular, it holds that

EFDpn, dq — ERDpn, dq — d log
´en

d

¯

. (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 Ă Rn, a vector v P Rn and ε P t´1, 1un, the quantity

ΓW pε; vq “ sup
wPW

log
pwpεq

pvpεq
, where pvpεq “

n
ź

i“1

σpεiviq. (5)

Whenever the law of ε is not displayed explicitly, we understand that ε „ pv. We also define

E‹pn, kq “ sup
WĂRn

dimpW qďk

sup
vPW

Eε„pv ΓW pε; vq, and Q‹
1´δpn, kq “ sup

WĂRn

dimpW qďk

sup
vPW

Q1´δ

`

ΓW pε; vq
˘

(6)

where the quantile in the definition of Q‹
1´δpn, kq is taken under ε „ pv.

Lemma 2.1 (Reformulation via subspaces). Fix integers n, d ě 1. Let x1, . . . , xn P Rd and let
θ‹ P Rd. Form a design matrix X P Rnˆd which has rows xT

1 , . . . , x
T
n. Set W “ ranpXq and put

v‹ “ Xθ‹. Then, the following hold true:

(i) the LLR statistic satisfies Λlog
n pθ‹;x1:n;Y1:nq “ ΓW pY1:n; v

‹q; and

(ii) in fixed design, the worst-case LLR statistic satisfies

EFDpn, dq “ max
1ďkďn^d

E‹pn, kq and QFD
1´δpn, dq “ max

1ďkďn^d
Q‹

1´δpn, kq,

for any δ P p0, 1q.

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

EFDpn, dq “ sup
XPRnˆd

sup
θ‹PRd

EΓranpXqpε;Xθ
‹q “ sup

WĂRn

dimpW qďd

sup
vPW

EΓW pε; vq “ sup
1ďkďmintn,du

E‹pn, kq.

The reduction in the last equality holds by letting E‹pn, 0q “ 0 since a design of rank zero leads
to W “ t0u and Γt0upε; 0q “ 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 ΓW pε; vq.

Proposition 2.1 (Upper bounds on the logistic LLR). Fix 1 ď k ď n. For any k-dimensional
subspace W Ă Rn and any v P Rn, let ε „ pv. Then, for any δ P p0, 1q, it holds that

EΓW pε; vq ď k log
en

k
, and Q1´δ

´

ΓW pε; vq

¯

ď k log
´en

k

¯

` log
´1

δ

¯

.

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 x1, . . . , xn P Rd, fix θ‹ P Rd and
δ P p0, 1q. Let r “ rankpXq ď mintn, du, where X P Rnˆd is the design matrix formed with rows

xT
i . If r “ 0, then Λlog

n pθ‹;x1:n;Y1:nq “ 0 identically. If r ě 1, then the log-likelihood ratio statistic
satisfies

EΛlog
n pθ‹;x1:n;Y1:nq ď r log

en

r
and P

´

Λlog
n pθ‹;x1:n;Y1:nq ď r log

en

r
` log

´1

δ

¯¯

ě 1 ´ δ,

and these bounds hold uniformly over all deterministic choices of x1, . . . , xn and all θ‹ P Rd.

The proof of the upper bound is based on the Shtarkov sum associated with the logistic model,
introduced by Shtarkov [49] 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 Ă Rn, define

S logpW q “
ÿ

εPt´1,1un

sup
wPW

pwpεq.

This quantity is equivalently the exponential moment of the likelihood-ratio statistic at λ “ 1.
Indeed, for every v P Rn, since pvpεq ą 0 for all ε P t´1, 1un, we have

Eε„pv exp
`

ΓW pε; vq
˘

“
ÿ

εPt´1,1un

pvpεq sup
wPW

pwpεq

pvpεq
“

ÿ

εPt´1,1un

sup
wPW

pwpεq “ S logpW q.

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 λ “ 1.

Lemma 2.2 (Shtarkov sum upper bound for subspaces). Let 1 ď k ď n, and let W Ă Rn be a
k-dimensional subspace. Then, for every v P Rn,

Eε„pv exp
`

ΓW pε; vq
˘

“ S logpW q ď

k
ÿ

ℓ“0

ˆ

n

ℓ

˙

ď

´en

k

¯k
.

Proof Writing W “ ranpUq for some matrix U P Rnˆk, the quantity S logpW q 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

S logpW q ď

k
ÿ

ℓ“0

ˆ

n

ℓ

˙

ď

´en

k

¯k
.

The claim follows.

Proof (of Proposition 2.1) By Lemma 2.2,

Eε„pv exp
`

ΓW pε; vq
˘

ď

´en

k

¯k
.

Jensen’s inequality gives

Eε„pv ΓW pε; vq ď logEε„pv exp
`

ΓW pε; vq
˘

ď k log
en

k
.

Similarly, Markov’s inequality gives, for every t ą 0,

Pε„pv

´

ΓW pε; vq ą k log
´en

k

¯

` t
¯

ď e´t.

Taking t “ logp1{δq yields the claimed quantile bound.

9



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 pW, vq, where W Ă Rn and v P 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). Fix 1 ď k ď n. For any
k-dimensional subspace W Ă Rn, it holds that

ΓW pε; 0q ě
1

2
}PW ε}

2
2.

Above, PW denotes the orthogonal projection onto the subspace W . Consequently, EΓW pε; 0q ě k
2 .

In particular if k ě 3 and δ P p0, 1{2s, then Q1´δ

`

ΓW pε; 0q
˘

Á k.

Proof We can writeW “ ranpUq for some U P Rnˆk with UTU “ Ik. Set hpδq “ p1`δq logp1`δq`

p1´ δq logp1´ δq. Note that hpδq ě δ2 for |δ| ď 1. Applying the variational characterization stated
and proved later in Lemma 3.1 with v “ 0 (hence pi “ 1{2 and DklpBer

`

1`δ
2

˘

} Ber
`

1
2

˘

q “ hpδq{2),
we obtain

ΓW pε; 0q “
1

2
inf

δPr´1,1sn,UTδ“UTε

n
ÿ

i“1

hpδiq ě
1

2
}UUTε}22 “

1

2
}PW ε}

2
2

which furnishes the lower bound. Put Z “ }PW ε}
2
2. Since

EZ “ TrpPW q “ k, VarpZq “ 4
ÿ

iăj

pPW q2ij ď 2k,

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

P

ˆ

Z ď
k

10

˙

ď
2k

2k ` p9k{10q2
ď

200

443
ă

1

2
.

Thus, for every t ă k{20, PpΓW pε; 0q ď tq ă 1{2 ď 1 ´ δ, and hence Q1´δpΓW pε; 0qq ě k{20.

Proposition 2.3 (Lower bound for coordinate subspaces). There exists a constant c ą 0, such
that for any 1 ď k ď n and any δ P p0, 1{2s, it holds that

sup
λPR

Q1´δ

´

Γspante1,...,eku

`

ε;λpe1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` ekq
˘

¯

ě c
´

k ` log
1

δ

¯

.

Proof We use the shorthand notation

Wk “ spante1, . . . , eku, and 1k “ e1 ` ¨ ¨ ¨ ` ek.

Fix λ P R. Then, by construction, for every ε P t´1, 1un,

ΓWk
pε;λ1kq “ sup

wPWk

log
pwpεq

pλ1k
pεq

“ sup
wPWk

k
ÿ

i“1

log
σpεiwiq

σpεiλq
“ ´

k
ÿ

i“1

log σpεiλq.

First consider λ “ 0. Then, ΓWk
pε; 0q “ k log 2, for all ε P t´1, 1un, so

Q1´δ

`

ΓWk
pε; 0q

˘

“ k log 2. (7)
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Next, fix γ P pδ, 1q and consider v “ logp
1´γ1{k

γ1{k q1k. On the event A “ tε1 “ ¨ ¨ ¨ “ εk “ ´1u, we

have,

ΓWk

´

ε; logp
1´γ1{k

γ1{k q1k

¯

“ ´

k
ÿ

i“1

log σ
´

´ logp
1´γ1{k

γ1{k q

¯

“ log
1

γ
.

Additionally, with λ “ logp
1´γ1{k

γ1{k q, we have Ppλ1k
pAq “ γ ą δ. Therefore,

Ppλ1k

´

ΓWk
pε;λ1kq ě log

1

γ

¯

ě γ ą δ.

By the definition of the p1 ´ δq-quantile and taking the supremum over γ P pδ, 1q,

sup
λPR

Q1´δ

´

ΓWk
pε;λ1kq

¯

ě log
1

δ
. (8)

Combining eq. (7) and eq. (8), we obtain

sup
λPR

Q1´δ

´

ΓWk
pε;λ1kq

¯

ě k log 2 _ log
1

δ
ě

log 2

1 ` log 2

´

k ` log
1

δ

¯

,

as required.

Next, we study a family of subspaces, which we refer to as Vandermonde subspaces, Vn,k Ă Rn.
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 t1, . . . , tn P r0, 1s, these subspaces are defined as

Vn,kpt1, . . . , tnq “

!

`

ppt1q, . . . , pptnq
˘

| p P Rrts, deg p ď k ´ 1
)

.

Above, Rrts denotes the set of polynomials in the indeterminate t with real coefficients. We
refer to Vn,k as a Vandermonde subspace because it can be realized as the range of a suitably
constructed Vandermonde matrix. Indeed, if p P Rrts with deg p ď k ´ 1, then there exists
a “ pa0, . . . , ak´1q P Rk such that pptq “

řk´1
j“0 ajt

j . Consequently, we have

¨

˚

˝

ppt1q
...

pptnq

˛

‹

‚

“

¨

˚

˝

1 t1 ¨ ¨ ¨ tk´1
1

...
...

. . .
...

1 tn ¨ ¨ ¨ tk´1
n

˛

‹

‚

a.

Hence Vn,kpt1, . . . , tnq is exactly the range of the n ˆ k Vandermonde matrix above. In particular,
if t1, . . . , tn are pairwise distinct and k ď n, then dimpVn,kpt1, . . . , tnqq “ k, as the first k rows form
a square Vandermonde matrix with determinant

ś

1ďiăjďkptj ´ tiq ‰ 0. For 3 ď k ď n, we also
consider the vector

vn,k “ σ´1

ˆ

1 ´
1

n

Z

k ´ 1

2

^˙

1n.

Proposition 2.4 (Lower bounds for Vandermonde subspaces). There exists a constant c ą 0 such
that for any 3 ď k ď n, for any δ P p0, 1e s, it holds that:

(i) in fixed design, we have

sup
λPR

inf
0ďt1ă¨¨¨ătnď1

Q1´δ

´

ΓVn,kpt1,...,tnqpε;λ1nq

¯

ě c
´

k log
en

k
` log

1

δ

¯

.
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(ii) for any probability measure P on r0, 1s such that T1, . . . , Tn
i.i.d.
„ P are almost surely distinct,

in random design we have

sup
λPR

Q1´δ

´

ΓVn,kpT1,...,Tnqpε;λ1nq

¯

ě c
´

k log
en

k
` log

1

δ

¯

,

where the randomness above is over both T1, . . . , Tn and ε1:n | T1:n;

(iii) for any probability measure P on r0, 1s such that T1, . . . , Tn
i.i.d.
„ P are almost surely distinct,

we have

E
T1,...,Tn

i.i.d.
„ P

Eε ΓVn,kpT1,...,Tnqpε; vn,kq ě inf
0ďt1ă¨¨¨ătnď1

Eε ΓVn,kpt1,...,tnqpε; vn,kq ě c k log
en

k
.

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,

15], predicts that 2Λlog
n pθ‹q Ñ χ2

d in distribution as n Ñ 8, with the dimension d and parame-

ter θ‹ P Rd being fixed. Consequently, for any fixed δ P p0, 1{2s, Q1´δp2Λ
log
n pθ‹qq Ñ Q1´δpχ

2
dq,

and Lemma 2.3 below shows that this quantity is exactly of order d ` logp1{δq. By contrast,

Proposition 2.4(i) shows that for the worst-case (Vandermonde) fixed design, Q1´δpΛ
log
n pθ‹qq Á

d logpen{dq ` logp1{δq whenever n ě d ě 3 and δ P p0, 1{es.

Lemma 2.3. There is a constant C ą 0 such that for any d ě 1 and any δ P p0, 1{2s, it holds that

1

C

ˆ

d` log
´1

δ

¯

˙

ď Q1´δpχ
2
dq ď C

ˆ

d` log
´1

δ

¯

˙

The proof of Lemma 2.3 is deferred to Section 2.5.

2.3 The lower-bound factor logpn{dq comes from genuinely non-extreme values
of θ‹.

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 θ‹ “ 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 θ‹. 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 ě 3, and consider the Vandermonde design as used in the
proof of the lower bound Proposition 2.4, namely

xi “ p1, i, i2q, i P rns.

Then, for every δ P p0, 1q,

P
´

Λlog
n p0q ď 216 logp6{δq

¯

ě 1 ´ δ.
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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 θ‹ “ 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 θ‹ “ 0, we have
śn
i“1 σpxxi, θ

‹yq “ 2´n. Moreover, Y “ pY1, . . . , Ynq consists of
independent Rademacher random variables. Using that for all real t,

σptq “
1

1 ` e´t
“

1

2
¨

et{2

coshpt{2q
,

hence logp2σptqq “ t{2´ log coshpt{2q. Define the subspace V “ tpa` bi` ci2qni“1 : a, b, c P Ru and,
for every i P rns and θ P Rd, let vi “ xθ, xiy{2. Since σp0q “ 1{2, we deduce the following identity

Λlog
n p0q “ sup

θPRd

n
ÿ

i“1

log
´σpYixxi, θyq

σp0q

¯

“ sup
vPV

#

xY, vy ´

n
ÿ

i“1

logpcoshpviqq

+

.

Let ΠV P Rnˆn denote the orthogonal projector onto V . For every v P V , we have

xY, vy “ xΠV Y, vy ď }ΠV Y }}v},

and by the same computation

|vi| ď |xΠV ei, vy| ď }ΠV ei}}v} “

b

eT
i Π

2
V ei }v} “

a

pΠV qii }v}. (9)

We can easily check that an orthogonal basis of V is given by pu0qi “ 1, pu1qi “ i ´ n`1
2 , pu2qi “

ppu1qiq
2 ´ n2´1

12 . An elementary computation gives

pΠV qii “

2
ÿ

k“0

pukq2i

}uk}22
“

1

n
`

12
`

i´ n`1
2

˘2

npn2 ´ 1q
`

180
´

`

i´ n`1
2

˘2
´ n2´1

12

¯2

npn2 ´ 1qpn2 ´ 4q
ď

9

n
. (10)

Now consider ψpxq “
logpcoshpxqq

x2
, for x ą 0, and set M2

n “ maxipΠV qii. An elementary analysis
shows that ψ is decreasing on p0,`8q. Thus, by (9), we have

n
ÿ

i“1

logpcoshpviqq ě

n
ÿ

i“1

v2i ψ pMn}v}q “ }v}2ψ pMn}v}q “
logpcoshpMn}v}qq

M2
n

,

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:

Λlog
n p0q ď sup

rě0

ˆ

r}ΠV Y } ´
logpcoshpMnrqq

M2
n

˙

“
1

M2
n

sup
rě0

prMn}ΠV Y } ´ logpcoshprqqq .

It is straightforward to check that for any w P r0, 1s, it holds that sup
rě0

pwr ´ logpcoshprqqq ď w2.

Therefore, whenever Mn}ΠV Y } ď 1
2 , it holds that

Λlog
n p0q ď

M2
n}ΠV Y }2

M2
n

“ }ΠV Y }2.
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Note that }ΠV Y }2 “
ř2
k“0

A

Y, uk
}uk}

E2
. Since for any k P t0, 1, 2u and λ P R it holds that

E exp
´

λ
A

Y, uk
}uk}

E¯

ď exppλ2{2q, we have for any t ą 0,

Pp}ΠV Y }2 ě 3t2q ď P

ˆ

max
kPt0,1,2u

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

B

Y,
uk

}uk}

Fˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ě t

˙

ď 6 expp´t2{2q,

which implies that, on the intersection of the event
␣

Mn}ΠV Y } ď 1
2

(

and an event of probability
at least 1 ´ δ,

}ΠV Y }2 ď 6 logp6{δq.

Note that when n ě 216 logp6{δq, on the event }ΠV Y }2 ď 6 logp6{δq we have, using (10),

}ΠV Y }2 ď 6 logp6{δq ď
n

36
ď

1

4M2
n

,

and therefore the event
␣

Mn}ΠV Y } ď 1
2

(

also holds. This proves the statement for n ě 216 logp6{δq.
Otherwise, if n ă 216 logp6{δq, we have

Λlog
n p0q ď log

ˆ

1

2´n

˙

ď 216 logp2q logp6{δq ď 216 logp6{δq.

The claim follows.

The next elementary result shows that the extreme regime where miniPrns |xxi, θ
‹y| 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 λ “ 1. Indeed, that route necessarily produces a logarithmic
factor at the level of the moment generating function. Instead, we work at the scale λ “ 1{2. In
this way, the square root appearing at λ “ 1{2 removes the log n factor that is unavoidable at
λ “ 1.

Proposition 2.6. Assume that n ě 2, d ě 1 and miniPrns |xxi, θ
‹y| ě 3 logpnq. Then, for every

δ P p0, 1q,

Pθ‹

´

Λlog
n pθ‹q ď 2 logp2{δq

¯

ě 1 ´ δ.

Proof Set m “ miniPrns |xxi, θ
‹y|. For θ P Rd and ε P t´1, 1un, let pθpεq “

śn
i“1 σpεixxi, θyq. We

have

E exp

ˆ

1

2
Λlog
n pθ‹q

˙

“
ÿ

εPt´1,1un

a

pθ‹pεq sup
θPRd

a

pθpεq ď
ÿ

εPt´1,1un

a

pθ‹pεq.

Now, given θ‹, there is just one assignment of signs ε1 such that ε1
i “ signpxxi, θ

‹yq for all i P rns.
For ε P t´1, 1un, let dHpε, ε1q denote the Hamming distance between ε and ε1. Since σp¨q ď 1, and
on every coordinate where εi ‰ ε1

i we have

σpεixxi, θ
‹yq ď σp´mq ď e´m,

it follows that
pθ‹pεq ď exp

`

´mdHpε, ε1q
˘

.

Therefore, it holds that

ÿ

εPt´1,1un

a

pθ‹pεq ď

n
ÿ

k“0

ˆ

n

k

˙

e´mk{2 “
`

1 ` e´m{2
˘n

ď

ˆ

1 `
1

n3{2

˙n

ď 2.
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Then, by Markov’s inequality, for any t ą 0,

P
`

Λlog
n pθ‹q ą t

˘

ď E
“

exp
`

Λlog
n pθ‹q{2

˘‰

¨ e´t{2 ď 2e´t{2 ,

and the conclusion follows by plugging t “ 2 logp2{δq.

2.4 Proofs

2.4.1 Proof of Proposition 2.4

We start with Claim (i). Fix 0 ď t1 ă ¨ ¨ ¨ ă tn ď 1. We use the shorthand notation

W “ Vn,kpt1, . . . , tnq, and r “

Z

k ´ 1

2

^

.

Choose auxiliary points t0 ă t1 and tn`1 ą tn. Define

ui “
ti´1 ` ti

2
, vi “

ti ` ti`1

2
, qiptq “ pt´ uiqpt´ viq, for i P rns,

Then qiptiq ă 0, while qiptℓq ą 0 for every ℓ ‰ i. Hence, for every I Ă rns with |I| ď r, the
polynomial pIptq “

ś

jPI qjptq has degree at most 2|I| ď 2r ď k ´ 1. Hence

wpIq “
`

pIpt1q, . . . , pIptnq
˘

P W,

and its sign pattern is

signpw
pIq

j q “

#

´1, j P I,

1, j R I.

Therefore, for every ε P t´1, 1un with at most r negative coordinates, there exists w P W such that

signpwiq “ εi for all i , (11)

and hence supaą0 pawpεq “ 1. Take s “ 1 _
X

r
4

\

. Also set λ0 “ σ´1p1 ´ s
nq. If ε „ pλ01n , then by

construction,

Npεq “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

!

i P rns | εi “ ´1
)
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
„ Bin

´

n,
s

n

¯

.

On the event ts ď Npεq ď ru, we have

ΓW pε;λ01nq ě ´ log pλ01npεq “ Npεq log
n

s
`
`

n´Npεq
˘

log
1

1 ´ s{n
ě s log

n

s
.

If r ď 3, then s “ 1. Consequently,

PpNpεq P rs, rsq ě PpNpεq “ 1q “

´

1 ´
1

n

¯n´1
ą

1

e
. (12)

If r ě 4, then s “
X

r
4

\

, and hence r ě 4s. Since s is a median of Binpn, snq, we have by the
multiplicative Chernoff bound that

PpNpεq P rs, rsq “ PpNpεq ě sq ´ PpNpεq ą rq ě PpNpεq ě sq ´ PpNpεq ě 4sq ě
1

2
´

´ e3

44

¯s
ą

1

e
.

(13)
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Combining the previous three displays, we obtain

Q1´δ

´

ΓW pε;λ01nq

¯

ě Q
1´

1
e

´

ΓW pε;λ01nq

¯

ě s log
n

s
,

as δ P p0, 1e s. If r ď 3, then k ď 8 and s “ 1. In this case,

s log
n

s
“ log n ě

1

8
k log

en

k
.

On the other hand, if r ě 4, then s ě r
8 ě k

32 , as k ě 3 by assumption. Additionally, s ď k
2 , so

n
s ě 2n

k . Therefore

s log
n

s
ě

k

32
log

2n

k
ě

log 2
32 ¨ k log

en

k
.

Combining the previous three displays, we obtain

Q1´δ

´

ΓW pε;λ01nq

¯

ě
log 2

32
k log

en

k
. (14)

Now set λγ “ σ´1pγ1{nq, for γ ą δ. Note Ppλγ1n
pε “ 1nq “ γ. Since 1n P W (take the constant

polynomial), we have supaą0 pa1np1nq “ 1. Hence, on the event tε “ 1nu,

ΓW pε;λγ1nq ě ´ log pλγ1np1nq “ log
1

γ
.

Since Ppε “ 1nq “ γ ą δ, the event tΓW pε;λγ1nq ě log 1
γ u has probability at least γ ą δ, so

Q1´δ

`

ΓW pε;λγ1nq
˘

ě log 1
γ . As λγ is a valid choice of λ and γ ą δ may be chosen arbitrarily close

to δ,

sup
λPR

Q1´δ

`

ΓW pε;λ1nq
˘

ě log
1

δ
. (15)

Combining (14) and (15),

sup
λPR

inf
0ďt1ă¨¨¨ătnď1

Q1´δ

´

ΓVn,kpt1,...,tnqpε;λ1nq

¯

ě max
! log 2

32
k log

en

k
, log

1

δ

)

ě c
´

k log
en

k
` log

1

δ

¯

,

as claimed. We can take c “
log 2

log 2`32 . This completes the proof of Claim (i).

We now prove Claim (ii). Let P denote a distribution on r0, 1s such that if T1, . . . , Tn
i.i.d.
„ P , they

are almost surely distinct. Write for short T “ pT1, . . . , Tnq „ Pbn and WT “ Vn,kpT1, . . . , Tnq. For
each realization with distinct coordinates, let π order the coordinates and let Ππ be the associated
permutation matrix. Then

Vn,kpTπp1q, . . . , Tπpnqq “ ΠπWT , ΓΠπWT
pΠπε;λ1nq “ ΓWT

pε;λ1nq.

Since Ππε „ pλ1n whenever ε „ pλ1n , the bounds for fixed nodes apply conditionally on every such
realization. In particular, (12) and (13) give

P
`

ΓWT
pε;λ01nq ě s logpn{sq

ˇ

ˇT
˘

ą
1

e
.

Integrating with respect to Pbn we deduce that

P
`

ΓWT
pε;λ01nq ě s logpn{sq

˘

“ E
“

P
`

ΓWT
pε;λ01nq ě s logpn{sq

ˇ

ˇT
˘‰

ą
1

e
.

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 vn,k has coordinates all
equal (to σ´1p1 ´ r{nq), the resulting distribution pvn,k

has exchangeable marginals. In particular,
the function

ϕ : t P r0, 1sn ÞÑ E
“

ΓVn,kpt1,...,tnqpε; vn,kq
ˇ

ˇT “ t
‰

is invariant under permutation of the entries of t. Hence, with T „ Pbn, we have

EϕpT q ě inf
0ďt1ă¨¨¨ătnď1

ϕptq ,

which is the first inequality.
For the second one, in light of the previous inequality, we fix an increasing sequence t1 ă ¨ ¨ ¨ ă tn

in r0, 1s and let W denote the Vandermonde subspace Vn,kpt1, . . . , tnq. By the same argument that
led to (11) in the proof of Claim (i), any sign pattern ε P t´1, 1un with at most r negative entries
is achievable by W (in the sense of (11)), hence, similar computations show that

ΓW pε; vn,kq ě Npεq log
´n

r

¯

¨ 1pNpεq ď rq . (16)

It remains to show that
ErNpεq ¨ 1pNpεq ď rqs ě cr ,

for some absolute constant c, which amounts to showing that Npεq 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 r0, to be chosen later.

A naive bound is the following:

ErNpεq ¨ 1p1 ď Npεq ď rqs ě P
`

1 ď Npεq ď r
˘

“ PpNpεq ď rq ´ PpNpεq “ 0q

ě
1

2
´

´

1 ´
r

n

¯n
ě

1

2
´ e´r ě

1

2
´

1

e
ą

1

8
. (17)

This is sufficient for small values of r. Now let r ě r0 and let α P p0, 1q, to be chosen later. This
time, we condition on Npεq being of order r, that is, we bound

ErNpεq ¨ 1pαr ď Npεq ď rqs ě αr
`

PpNpεq ď rq ´ PpNpεq ă αrq
˘

.

As before, we use the fact that r is a median of Npεq, so that PpNpεq ď rq ě 1{2, and for the other
term, Okamoto’s lower-tail bound [41, Theorem 2], applied with parameter p “ r{n and deviation
u “ p1 ´ αqr{n, gives

PpNpεq ă αrq ď exp
`

´ p1 ´ αq2r{2
˘

.

Now, set r0 “ 8 and α “ 1{2, so that the upper bound above is e´r{8 ď 1{e for r ě 8 “ r0. With
these choices, we obtain that for r ě 8,

ErNpεq ¨ 1pr{2 ď Npεq ď rqs ě
r

2
¨
1

8
“

r

16
. (18)

To conclude, we relate r and k in both cases. First, it always holds that 2r ď pk ´ 1q ă k, hence
n{r ą 2n{k, and

log
´n

r

¯

ě logp2q ¨ log
´en

k

¯

.

In addition, if r ď 7, then k ď 2r ` 2 ď 16, hence, combining (16) and (17), we conclude that

Eε ΓW pε; vn,kq ě
log 2

128
k log

´en

k

¯

.
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On the other hand, if r ě 8, using again that k ď 2r ` 2, we deduce that r ě 4k{9 and, combin-
ing (16) and (18),

Eε ΓW pε; vn,kq ě
r

16
log

n

r
ě

k

36
¨ log 2 ¨ log

en

k
“

log 2

36
k log

´en

k

¯

.

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

E‹pn, kq ď k log
en

k
, and Q‹

1´δpn, kq ď k log
en

k
` log

1

δ
, (19)

for any 1 ď k ď n ^ d and any δ P p0, 1q. For the random-design lower bound, let T1, . . . , Tn
i.i.d.
„

Unifp0, 1q and set Xi “ p1, Ti, . . . , T
d´1
i qT. Then the resulting design matrix satisfies ranpXq “

Vn,dpT1, . . . , Tnq, while Xθ‹ “ λ1n for θ‹ “ λe1. Thus, by Proposition 2.4(ii), taking k “ d, we
have

QRD
1´δpn, dq ě c2

ˆ

´

d log
en

d
^ n

¯

` log
1

δ

˙

. (20)

for all δ P p0, 1e s and n ě d ě 3.
We now deduce the result. The upper comparisons between random and fixed design below

follow by conditioning on X1:n, applying the uniform fixed-design bounds, and integrating over
X1:n. For δ P p0, 1{es, we note that

c2

ˆ

´

d log
en

d
^ n

¯

` log
1

δ

˙

piq
ď QRD

1´δpn, dq ď QFD
1´δpn, dq

piiq
ď max

1ďkďn^d
Q‹

1´δpn, kq
piiiq
ď

´

d log
en

d
^ n

¯

` log
1

δ
.

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 PpZ ě Q1´δpZqq ě δ, and hence EZ ě δQ1´δpZq.
Thus,

c2

e

´

d log
en

d
^ n

¯ piq
ď

1

e
QRD

1´
1
e

pn, dq

piiq
ď ERDpn, dq ď EFDpn, dq

piiiq
ď max

1ďkďn^d
E‹pn, kq

pivq

ď d log
en

d
^ n.

Above, inequality (i) follows from (20), while inequality (ii) follows from the preceding bound with
δ “ 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 Zd „ χ2
d. It is well known (e.g., see [36, eqn. (4.3)]) that PpZd ď zδq ě 1 ´ δ holds with

zδ “ d` 2
a

d logp1{δq ` 2 logp1{δq. In particular,

Q1´δpZdq ď zδ ď inf
λą0

␣

p1 ` λq d` p2 ` λ´1q log 1
δ

(

ď
3 `

?
5

2

´

d` log 1
δ

¯

,

where the last inequality follows by choosing λ so that 1` λ “ 2` 1{λ. This establishes the upper
bound.

For the lower bound, we use the moment generating function of Zd, E e´tZd “ p1 ` 2tq´d{2 to
obtain:

PpZd ď d
12q ď inf

tą0

!

e
td
12 Ere´tZds

)

“ inf
tą0

!

etd{12p1 ` 2tq´d{2
)

ď
1

2d
.

The final inequality arose by taking t “ 11
2 , and log 12 ´ 11

12 ą 2 log 2. Hence, PpZd ě d
12q ě 1

2 for
all d ě 1. Therefore, because 1 ´ δ ě 1

2 , we have

Q1´δpZdq ě Q1{2pZdq ě
d

12
. (21a)

For d ě 2, we have Zd “ Z2 ` Zd´2. Therefore, using the fact that Ppχ2
2 ď tq “ 1 ´ e´t{2, we have

Q1´δpZdq ě Q1´δpZ2q “ 2 log
´1

δ

¯

. (21b)

Combining eq. (21a) and eq. (21b), we have Q1´δpZdq ě 2
25pd` log 1

δ q for d ě 2. For d “ 1, we have
Z1 “ X2 where X „ N p0, 1q which gives Q1´δpZ1q “ Φ´1p1 ´ δ{2q2 where Φpuq “ PpX ď uq. For
δ P p0, 1{4s: Lemma 2.4 gives Q1´δpZ1q “ Φ´1p1´ δ{2q2 ě 2

3 log
1
δ . Averaging with eq. (21a) yields

Q1´δpZ1q ě 2
27p1 ` log 1

δ q. For δ P p1{4, 1{2s: the quantile satisfies Φ´1p1 ´ δ{2q2 ě Φ´1p3{4q2 «

0.455, since Q1´δpZ1q is decreasing in δ. As 2
27p1` log 1

δ q ď 2
27p1` log 4q « 0.177, the bound holds.

Combining the two cases for d “ 1 with the bound for d ě 2 gives the claimed inequality with
C “ 27{2. This concludes the proof of Lemma 2.3.

Lemma 2.4. It holds that Φ´1p1 ´ δ
2q ě

b

2
3 log

1
δ for all δ P p0, 1{4s.

Proof We will show that 2e3u
2{2p1 ´ Φpuqq ě 1 holds for all u ě u˚ :“

b

4 log 2
3 . Since δ ď 1{4

implies uδ “

b

2
3 log

1
δ ě u˚, this gives 2e3u

2
δ{2p1 ´ Φpuδqq ě 1, and by monotonicity of Φ we get

Φ´1p1 ´ δ
2q ě uδ as required. By the Mills-ratio lower bound 1 ´ Φpuq ě u

1`u2
φpuq,

2e3u
2{2p1 ´ Φpuqq ě

2
?
2π

¨
u eu

2

1 ` u2
“: gpuq.

An elementary analysis shows that the function g is increasing. Hence gpuq ě gpu0q where u0 “
b

4 log 2
3 corresponds to δ “ 1{4. A direct computation gives

gpu0q “
2 ¨ 24{3

?
2π

¨
u0

1 `
4 log 2

3

« 1.004 ą 1,

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 P Rm:

ψZpλq “ logE eλ
TZ , for λ P Rm.

We also make repeated use of the convex conjugate of the cumulant generating function, which is
defined as [47, pp. 104]:

ψ˚
Zpzq “ sup

λPRm

!

λTz ´ ψZpλq

)

.

In Section 3.1.1 we study the scalar case, i.e., whenm “ 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 ψZ (not
necessarily finite on all of R). Then,

(i) for every t ą 0, it holds that Ppψ˚
ZpZq ą tq ď 2e´t ^ 1; and

(ii) it holds that Eψ˚
ZpZq ď 1 ` log 2.

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

P
´

ψ˚
ZpZq ą t

¯

ď 1 ^
2

1 ´ γ
e´γt, for all t ą 0,

for any γ P r0, 1q. Notably, the result in Proposition 3.1 is unimprovable.

Remark 3.1 (Proposition 3.1 is sharp). For each α P p0, 1q, let Zα “ εBα, where ε and Bα
are independent, with ε „ Unifpt´1, 1uq and Bα „ Betap1, αq. As |Zα| ď 1 almost surely, the
cumulant generating function ψα ” ψZα is finite on R. By taking α sufficiently small, this example
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makes both bounds in Proposition 3.1 arbitrarily sharp: for every fixed t ą 0, the probability
Ppψ˚

αpZαq ą tq can be made arbitrarily close to 2e´t ^ 1, while Eψ˚
αpZαq 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 “ tPθuθPΘ is
called a canonical exponential family if it is dominated by a σ-finite measure µ on Rn, with the
canonical versions of its densities fixed by

pθpzq ”
dPθ
dµ

pzq “ exp
␣

θTT pzq ´Apθq
(

hpzq for all z P Rn, θ P Θ.

Above, the measurable map T : Rn Ñ Rk is referred to as the sufficient statistic, h : Rn Ñ R` is
measurable, and

Apθq “ log

ż

Rn

exptθTT pzquhpzqdµpzq, Θ “ dompAq “ tθ P Rk : Apθq ă 8u.

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 “ tPβuβPB is called a canonical generalized linear model (GLM) if there exist a σ-finite measure
µ on Rn, covariates x1, . . . , xn P Rd, and measurable functions h : R Ñ R` and A : R Ñ RYt`8u

satisfying the log-partition normalization stated below, with the density versions fixed by

pβpyq “
dPβ
dµ

pyq “

n
ź

i“1

hpyiq
n
ź

i“1

exppyix
T
i β ´ApxT

i βqq, for all y P Rn, β P B.

Here, the natural parameter space is B “ tβ P Rd : ApxT
i βq ă 8 for all i P rnsu. For logistic

regression with the convention Yi P t´1, 1u used in this paper, set Bi “ p1 ` Yiq{2 P t0, 1u. In the
display above, take y “ B. Then µ is counting measure on t0, 1un, h ” 1, and Aptq “ logp1 ` etq.

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

rApβq “

n
ÿ

i“1

ApxT
i βq, rhpyq “

n
ź

i“1

hpyiq, and rT pyq “ XTy. (22a)

Then, we have

pβpyq “ rhpyq exp
!

βT
rT pyq ´ rApβq

)

, (22b)

As required in the definition, the following identities hold on Rd:

rApβq “ log

ż

Rn

exptβT
rT pyqurhpyq dµpyq, B “ domp rAq.
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This puts the canonical GLM tPβuβPB in the form of a canonical exponential family. We also note

that in a canonical GLM, the function rA and the natural parameter space B 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 “ tPθuθPΘ denotes a canonical exponential family and Z „ Pθ‹ for some θ‹ P Θ, then
the log-likelihood statistic satisfies

log
supθPΘ pθpzq

pθ‹pzq
“ ψ˚

T pZqpT pzqq, for Pθ‹-almost every z.

(ii) If P “ tPβuβPB denotes a canonical GLM and Y „ Pβ‹ for some β‹ P B, then

log
supβPB pβpyq

pβ‹pyq
“ ψ˚

XTY pXTyq, for Pβ‹-almost every y,

where X P Rnˆd denotes the matrix with rows xT
i 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 “ tPθuθPΘ denotes a univariate canonical exponential family with Z „ Pθ‹ for some
θ‹ P Θ Ă R, then the log-likelihood statistic satisfies

E log
supθPΘ pθpZq

pθ‹pZq
ď 1 ` log 2 and P

´

log
supθPΘ pθpZq

pθ‹pZq
ď log

2

δ

¯

ě 1 ´ δ

for all δ P p0, 1q; and

(ii) If P “ tPβuβPB denotes a univariate canonical GLM with B Ă R and Y „ Pβ‹ for some
β‹ P B, then the log-likelihood statistic satisfies

E log
supβPB pβpY q

pβ‹pY q
ď 1 ` log 2 and P

´

log
supβPB pβpY q

pβ‹pY q
ď log

2

δ

¯

ě 1 ´ δ

for all δ P p0, 1q.

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

Lemma 3.1 (Variational characterization of ΓW ). Let W Ă Rn be a subspace and let ΠW denote
the orthogonal projection onto W . Then for all v P W and ε P t´1, 1un, one has

ΓW pε; vq “ inf
qPr0,1sn

ΠW q“ΠWB

n
ÿ

i“1

DklpBer pqiq } Ber ppiqq “ inf
δPr´1,1sn

ΠW δ“ΠW ε

n
ÿ

i“1

DklpBer
´

1`δi
2

¯

} Ber pσpviqqq,

where Bi “
1`εi
2 and pi “ σpviq.
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3.2 Proofs

3.2.1 Proof of Proposition 3.1

To lighten notation, we abbreviate ψ ” ψZ and ψ˚ ” ψ˚
Z throughout.

Claim (i): Fix t ą 0. We define

z`ptq “ inf
λą0

ψpλqă8

t` ψpλq

λ
and z´ptq “ inf

λą0
ψp´λqă8

t` ψp´λq

λ
,

with the convention inf ∅ “ `8. These thresholds cannot equal ´8 (apply the exponential
moment bound at any level a with PpZ ě aq ą e´t, and likewise to ´Z). If there exists z P R such
that ψ˚pzq ą t, then there exists λ P R such that λz ´ ψpλq ą t. Therefore, we have the following
inclusion of events,

tψ˚pZq ą tu Ă tZ ą z`ptqu Y tZ ă ´z´ptqu. (23)

Chernoff’s inequality gives

P
`

Z ą z`ptq
˘

_ P
`

Z ă ´z´ptq
˘

ď e´t . (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),

Eψ˚
ZpZq “

ż 8

0
Ppψ˚

ZpZq ą tq dt ď

ż log 2

0
1 dt`

ż 8

log 2
2e´t dt “ log 2 ` 1.

3.2.2 Proof of Proposition 3.2

Claim (i): Let us denote by ψ the cumulant generating function of T under Pθ‹ . It is a well-known
identity for canonical exponential families that for θ‹ P Θ, we have [33, pp. 31]

ψpθ ´ θ‹q “

#

Apθq ´Apθ‹q, θ P Θ

`8, else .
(25)

Hence, by definition of the convex conjugate it holds that

ψ˚pT pzqq “ sup
θPRk

!

pθ ´ θ‹qTT pzq ´ ψpθ ´ θ‹q

)

“ sup
θPΘ

!

pθ ´ θ‹qTT pzq ´
`

Apθq ´Apθ‹q
˘

)

. (26)

On the set where hpzq ą 0, which has full Pθ‹-measure, the fixed canonical versions give, simulta-
neously for every θ P Θ, log pθpzq “ θTT pzq ´Apθq ` log hpzq. Therefore,

log
supθPΘ pθpzq

pθ‹pzq
“ sup

θPΘ

!

log pθpzq ´ log pθ‹pzq

)

“ sup
θPΘ

!

pθ ´ θ‹qTT pzq ´
`

Apθq ´Apθ‹q
˘

)

. (27)

Combining eqs. (26) and (27) yields the claim.
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Claim (ii): Applying Claim (i) to the representation in eqs. (22a) and (22b) gives, for Pβ‹-almost
every y,

log
supβPB pβpyq

pβ‹pyq
“ ψ˚

rT pY q

`

rT pyq
˘

“ ψ˚
XTY pXTyq.

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 P W and ε P t´1, 1un.
Recall that

ΓW pε; vq “ sup
wPW

log
´pwpεq

pvpεq

¯

.

For every i P rns, let Bi “ 1pεi “ 1q “ p1 ` εiq{2 and let B “ pB1, . . . , Bnq P Rn. Then

ΓW pε; vq “ sup
wPW

n
ÿ

i“1

␣

logpσpwiεiqq ´ logpσpviεiqq
(

“ sup
wPW

␣

xw ´ v,By ´ rApwq ` rApvq
(

, (28)

where we use the notation (22a)

rApwq “

n
ÿ

i“1

Apwiq “

n
ÿ

i“1

logp1 ` ewiq

and the argument from (27). One can also deduce (28) from the simpler observation that for any
y P t´1, 1u and u P R, logpσpyuqq “ u1ty “ 1u ´ logp1 ` euq. Using (25), we deduce that

ΓW pε; vq “ sup
wPW

␣

xw ´ v,B ´ py ´ ψvpw ´ vq
(

“ sup
uPW

␣

xu,B ´ py ´ ψvpuq
(

where p “ σpvq, applied coordinate-wise and

ψvpuq “

n
ÿ

i“1

hpipuiq,

where for a one-dimensional parameter p P r0, 1s, hp denotes the logarithmic Laplace transform of
a (centered) Bernoulli variable with parameter p, namely, for all s P R,

hppsq “ log
`

E espB´pq
˘

“ logp1 ´ p` pesq ´ sp , B „ Ber ppq .

Now, we parameterize the subspace W as W “ ranpUq, with the columns of U forming an
orthonormal basis of W . Since ψv is finite everywhere, the Fenchel duality theorem [47, Theo-
rem 31.1], applied directly to the preceding constrained supremum, gives

ΓW pε; vq “ inf
αPRn:UTα“UTpB´pq

n
ÿ

i“1

h˚
pipαiq.

Finally, we compute the scalar conjugates h˚
pi to prove the claim. Since pi “ σpviq P p0, 1q, it is

enough to compute the scalar conjugate for p P p0, 1q. We show that

h˚
ppαq “

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

DklpBer pp` αq } Ber ppqq if α P p´p, 1 ´ pq

´ logp1 ´ pq α “ ´p

´ logppq α “ 1 ´ p

`8 if α ă ´p or α ą 1 ´ p .
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Indeed, letting q “ p` α, we write

h˚
ppαq “ sup

uPR

!

upα ` pq ´ logp1 ´ p` peuq
looooooooooooooooomooooooooooooooooon

—Hp,αpuq

)

“ sup
uPR

!

uq ´ logp1 ´ p` peuq

)

We observe that
d

du
Hp,αpuq “ q ´

eu

1 ´ p` peu
p

Thus, if q P p0, 1q, then the optimal u‹pα, pq satisfies p1´pqq
pp1´qq

“ eu
‹pα,pq. Hence, we then have

h˚
ppαq “ p1 ´ qq log

1 ´ q

1 ´ p
` q log

q

p
“ DklpBer pqq } Ber ppqq

By a simple computation (we omit this here), we have, in the case q ą 1 that limuÑ8 Hp,αpuq “ 8.
Similarly, if q ă 0, then limuÑ´8 Hp,αpuq “ 8. If q “ 0, then we have by continuity that
h˚
ppαq “ ´ logp1 ´ pq. If q “ 1, similarly h˚

ppαq “ ´ logppq. Setting qi “ pi ` αi, the constraint

UTα “ UTpB ´ pq rewrites ΠW q “ ΠWB, which establishes the first equality in the claim. The
second follows by going back to the t´1, 1u convention, that is, taking δ “ 2q ´ 1.

3.2.4 Proof of Remark 3.1

Let us reformulate the remark as the following lemma. Recall the construction: ε,Bα are indepen-
dent random variables, with ε „ Unifpt´1, 1uq and Bα „ Betap1, αq. We define

Zα “ εBα, and ψαpλq “ logE eλZα .

Lemma 3.2. The variables Zα, α P p0, 1q, may be coupled with a random variable W „ Expp1q `

log 2 so that ψ˚
αpZαq converges almost surely to W as α 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 α tending to zero.)

Proof Let U „ Unifp0, 1q and ε „ Unifpt´1, 1uq be independent. Note that Bα “ 1 ´ U1{α, and
moreover ´ logU “ Expp1q in distribution. We defineW “ log 2´logU . By symmetry, it holds that
ψαpλq “ logE coshpλBαq, which is even. Therefore, ψ˚

α is also even, and hence ψ˚
αpZαq “ ψ˚

αpBαq.
Fix b P r0, 1q. For λ ą 0, Markov’s inequality yields PpZα ě bq ď eψαpλq´λb. Hence,

ψ˚
αpbq ď ´ logPpZα ě bq “ ´ logPpε “ 1, Bα ě bq “ log 2 ´ α logp1 ´ bq. (29)

On the other hand, we have mαpλq “ E eλBα ď eλ

λαΓp1 ` αq. Therefore,

ψαpλq “ logE coshpλBαq
piq
ď log

´mαpλq

2

¯

` log
´

1 `
1

mαpλq

¯ piiq
ď log

´mαpλq

2

¯

`
1

mαpλq
.

Above, inequality (i) used coshpxq ď ex`1
2 , while inequality (ii) used logp1 ` xq ď x. Using

mαpλq ě eλ{2 PpBα ě 1
2q “ eλ{2

2α , we obtain

ψ˚
αpbq ě λb´ ψαpλq ě λb´ logmαpλq ` log 2 ´

1

mαpλq

ě λpb´ 1q ` α log λ´ log Γp1 ` αq ` log 2 ´
1

mαpλq

ě λpb´ 1q ` α log λ´ log Γp1 ` αq ` log 2 ´ 2αe´λ{2, (30)
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for any b P p0, 1q and any λ ą 0. Taking λ “ α
1´b in eq. (30) and combining with eq. (29), we find

0 ě ψ˚
αpbq ´ rlog 2 ´ α logp1 ´ bqs ě α logα ´ α ´ log Γp1 ` αq ´ 2α exp

´

´
1

2

α

1 ´ b

¯

Thus, for every fixed u P p0, 1q, ψ˚
αp1 ´ u1{αq converges to log 2 ´ log u as α tends to zero. Here we

used that the last exponential term vanishes for every such u. Therefore, since U P p0, 1q almost
surely, evenness and the identity Bα “ 1 ´ U1{α show that ψ˚

αpZαq “ ψ˚
αpBαq converges almost

surely to log 2 ´ 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
θ‹, following the recent nonasymptotic analysis of the logistic Hessian in the Gaussian case due
to Chardon, Lerasle and Mourtada [14]. Our key observation is that the complementary regime,
where }θ‹}2 is large, can be analyzed directly and does not even require, as expected, that the MLE
exists. This contrasts with [14], where the existence of the MLE (and thus additional assumptions
on the interplay between θ‹, 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, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.
„ N p0, Idq and that the logistic model is well specified

with parameter θ‹ P Rd. Then, for every δ P p0, 1q,

Pθ‹

´

Λlog
n pθ‹q ď 4 ¨ 1013

`

d` logp5{δq
˘

¯

ě 1 ´ δ.

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

pLnpθq “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

log
`

1 ` expp´YixXi, θyq
˘

.

Then
Λlog
n pθ‹q “ n

´

pLnpθ‹q ´ inf
θPRd

pLnpθq

¯

.

Let b “ }θ‹}2, B “ maxte, bu, and t “ logp5{δq. If θ‹ ‰ 0, set u‹ “ θ‹{}θ‹}2; otherwise fix any
u‹ P Sd´1. Define

H “
1

B3
u‹u

T
‹ `

1

B
pId ´ u‹u

T
‹ q.

Throughout the proof, we use the notation }x}S “ xSx, xy1{2 for any positive symmetric matrix S
and vector x.

We split the proof into two regimes. Assume first that n ą p2800000q2Bpd ` tq. In particular,
n ě 16Bpd ` tq and therefore, by [14, Proposition 5, Theorem 6, Lemma 3, and Section 8.2], with
probability at least 1 ´ 5 expp´tq, both of the following hold:

}∇pLnpθ‹q}H´1 ď 14

c

d` t

n
,
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and, on the same event, pLn has a unique global minimizer pθn which satisfies

}pθn ´ θ‹}H ď 28000

c

d` t

n
.

By convexity of pLn, it holds that

pLnpθ‹q ´ pLnppθnq ď x∇pLnpθ‹q, θ‹ ´ pθny ď }∇pLnpθ‹q}H´1}pθn ´ θ‹}H ,

and therefore
Λlog
n pθ‹q “ n

`

pLnpθ‹q ´ pLnppθnq
˘

ď 392000pd` tq.

We now turn to the complementary regime n ď p2800000q2Bpd`tq. Set Zi “ ´ log
`

σpYixXi, θ
‹yq

˘

for i P rns. Since infθPRd
pLnpθq ě 0, we have

Λlog
n pθ‹q ď npLnpθ‹q “

n
ÿ

i“1

Zi.

Assume first that b ě e. Let Ui “ xXi, θ
‹y, so Ui „ N

`

0, b2
˘

. Conditionally on Ui,

Eθ‹

“

exppZi{2q | Ui
‰

“ σpUiq
1{2 ` σp´Uiq

1{2 ď 1 ` expp´|Ui|{2q,

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

Eθ‹ exppZi{2q ď 1 ` E expp´|Ui|{2q ď 1 `
2

?
2π b

ż 8

0
expp´u{2q du ď 1 `

2

b
ď expp2{bq.

By independence and Markov’s inequality,

Pθ‹

˜

n
ÿ

i“1

Zi ě
4n

b
` 2t

¸

ď expp´tq.

Since now B “ b, on this event

Λlog
n pθ‹q ď

4n

b
` 2t ď

`

4p2800000q2 ` 2
˘

pd` tq.

Assume next that b ă e. Then, for every u P R, it holds that σpuq1{2 ` σp´uq1{2 ď
?
2. Therefore,

it holds that Eθ‹ exppZi{2q ď
?
2, and again by independence and Markov’s inequality,

Pθ‹

˜

n
ÿ

i“1

Zi ě n log 2 ` 2t

¸

ď expp´tq.

Since now B “ e, on this event

Λlog
n pθ‹q ď n log 2 ` 2t ď

`

p2800000q2e log 2 ` 2
˘

pd` tq.

In both cases the right-hand side is bounded by 4 ¨ 1013pd ` tq. Recalling that t “ logp5{δq, we
prove the theorem.

Integrating the tail bound gives, uniformly over θ‹ P Rd,

Eθ‹ Λlog
n pθ‹q ď 4 ¨ 1013

`

d` log 5 ` 1
˘

.

We next give the corresponding lower bound for subspaces distributed according to Haar mea-
sure.
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Proposition 3.3 (Lower bounds on the logistic LLR in rotationally invariant random design). Fix
1 ď k ă n. Suppose that W is chosen uniformly from the Grassmann manifold of k-dimensional
subspaces of Rn, independently of the Rademacher vector ε. Then, for any δ P p0, 1{2s it holds that

Q1´δ

´

ΓW pε; 0q

¯

ě
1

2
Q1´δ

´

n ¨ Beta
´k

2
,
n´ k

2

¯¯

— n^

´

k ` log
1

δ

¯

.

Here, the quantile on the left is with respect to the joint randomness of W and ε.

Proof of Proposition 3.3 Since }ε}22 “ n and W is Haar-distributed,

}PW ε}
2
2

d
“ n

A

A`B
,

A

A`B
„ Beta

ˆ

k

2
,
n´ k

2

˙

,

for independent random variables A „ χ2
k and B „ χ2

n´k. The claim follows from Proposition 2.2
and Lemma 3.3.

Lemma 3.3. For 1 ď k ă n and δ P p0, 1{2s, we have

Q1´δ

ˆ

n ¨ Beta
´k

2
,
n´ k

2

¯

˙

— n^

´

k ` log
´1

δ

¯¯

.

Proof of Lemma 3.3 Let A and B be independent variables, with A „ χ2
k and B „ χ2

n´k, and let
Z “ A{pA ` Bq. It is then a standard fact that Z „ Betapk{2, pn ´ kq{2q. For the upper bound,
set t “ 2 logp2{δq. By the classical chi-square bound [36, Lemma 1], it holds with probability at
least 1 ´ δ that

A ď k ` 2
a

kt{2 ` t and B ě n´ k ´ 2
a

pn´ kqt{2 ,

which implies in particular that

A ď 2k ` 3t{2 ď 2pk ` tq and B ě
n´ k

2
´ t .

If n ą 4pk ` tq, the last display gives B ě n{4, and hence nZ ď nA{B ď 8pk ` tq. If n ď 4pk ` tq,
we instead use the deterministic bound nZ ď n. Since t À 1 ` logp1{δq, these two cases establish
the desired upper bound, including the minimum with n.

For the lower bound, we first deal with the case δ ď 1{4. Applying Lemma 2.3 with level
η “ 2δ ď 1{2 yields P

`

A ě pk ` logp1{ηqq{C
˘

ě η. By Markov’s inequality,

PpB ď 2nq ě 1 ´
n´ k

2n
“
n` k

2n
ą

1

2
.

Hence, by independence,

P
´

A ě
k ` logp1{ηq

C
; B ď 2n

¯

ą
η

2
“ δ.

Setting u “ k ` logp1{ηq, on this event we have

nZ “
nA

A`B
ě

nu{C

u{C ` 2n
“

nu

u` 2Cn
ě

mintu, nu

1 ` 2C
,

where the last inequality uses u ` 2Cn ď p1 ` 2Cqmaxtu, nu. Since δ ď 1{4 implies logp1{ηq “

logp1{p2δqq ě 1
2 logp1{δq, we have u ě pk ` logp1{δqq{2, so mintu, nu ě mintk ` logp1{δq, nu{2, and

therefore Q1´δpnZq ě cmintn, k ` logp1{δqu.
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For δ P p1{4, 1{2s, the standard lower-tail Chernoff bound for a chi-square variable gives

PpA ď k{100q ď
`

10´2e0.99
˘k{2

ă
1

4
.

In addition, by Markov’s inequality, PpB ď 4pn´ kqq ě 3{4, and by independence of A and B,

P
`

A ě k{100; B ď 4pn´ kq
˘

ą 9{16 ą 1{2 ě δ.

On this event,

nZ ě
n ¨ k{100

k{100 ` 4pn´ kq
ě

k

400
.

Since logp1{δq ď log 4 and k ě 1, one has k ` logp1{δq ď kp1 ` log 4q, so Q1´δpnZq ě k{400 ě

cpk ` logp1{δqq with a smaller constant c.

The following corollary combines Theorem 3.1 and Proposition 3.3 with the elementary bound
Λlog
n p0q ď n log 2 and handles the endpoint d “ n separately.

Corollary 3.2 (Gaussian design bounds at the origin).

Let 1 ď d ď n, and let X1, . . . , Xn
i.i.d.
„ N p0, Idq. Assume that the logistic model is well specified

with θ‹ “ 0. Then, for every δ P p0, 1{2s,

Q1´δ

´

Λlog
n p0;X1:n;Y1:nq

¯

— min

"

n, d` log

ˆ

1

δ

˙*

,

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 2´n,
while the supremum likelihood is at most 1. Hence,

Λlog
n p0;X1:n;Y1:nq ď n log 2.

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

Q1´δ

´

Λlog
n p0;X1:n;Y1:nq

¯

À min

"

n, d` log

ˆ

1

δ

˙*

.

It remains to prove the matching lower bound.
Let X P Rnˆd be the design matrix with rows XT

i , and setW “ ranpXq. Since θ‹ “ 0, the labels
Y “ pY1, . . . , Ynq are independent Rademacher random variables, independent of X. Moreover, by
Lemma 2.1(i),

Λlog
n p0;X1:n;Y1:nq “ ΓW pY ; 0q.

Assume first that d ă 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 Rn. Therefore, Proposition 3.3, applied with k “ d, gives

Q1´δ

´

Λlog
n p0;X1:n;Y1:nq

¯

“ Q1´δ

`

ΓW pY ; 0q
˘

Á min

"

n, d` log

ˆ

1

δ

˙*

.

It remains only to handle the endpoint d “ n. In this case W “ Rn almost surely. Hence, for
every Y P t´1, 1un,

ΓRnpY ; 0q “ sup
wPRn

log
pwpY q

p0pY q
“ n log 2,

because p0pY q “ 2´n and the supremum of pwpY q over w P Rn is equal to 1. Thus the p1 ´ δq-
quantile is n log 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 P Rnˆd has i.i.d. rows XT

1 , . . . , X
T
n 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 [4] 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 Y1, . . . , Yn P t´1, 1u follow the
well-specified logistic model where PpYi “ 1 | Xq “ σpxθ‹, Xiyq. For a subspace V Ă Rn, define its
critical radius by

r‹pV q “ inf
␣

0 ă r ă
?
n : V X Cr ‰ t0u

(

, where Cr “ cone ppBn
8 X rBn

2 q ` 1nq ,

with the convention r‹pV q “
?
n if the set above is empty. For 0 ă r ă

?
n, the generating set

pBn
8 X rBn

2 q ` 1n is compact and convex, and its distance from the origin is at least
?
n ´ r ą 0;

hence Cr is a closed convex cone. For r “
?
n, the generating set is r0, 2sn and Cr “ Rn

`, so the
same conclusion holds.

Lemma 3.4 (Exponential moment of the critical radius). Let 1 ď d ď n, and let W be uniformly
distributed over the Grassmann manifold of pn´ dq-dimensional subspaces of Rn. Then there exist
universal constants C ą 0 and λ0 P p0, 1q such that

logEW exp
`

λ0r‹pW q2
˘

ď Cd.

For a closed convex cone C Ă Rn, write ∆pCq “ E }ΠCg}22, where g „ N p0, Inq, for its statistical
dimension. The proof uses the following control for the cones Cr.

Lemma 3.5. There exist universal constants c1, c2 ą 0 such that, for every integer n ě 1 and
every r P r1,

?
ns,

c1r
2 ď ∆pCrq ď c2r

2.

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 [4, Theorem 7.1 and
Eq. (6.1)]: if W is a uniformly distributed pn ´ dq-dimensional subspace and s ą 0 satisfies
d ď ∆pCq ´ s, then

PpW X C “ t0uq ď 4 exp

˜

´
s2

8
`

mintn´ ∆pCq,∆pCqu ` s
˘

¸

.

We first derive a tail bound for the critical radius r‹pW q. Choose a sufficiently large universal
constant A ą 0, and put

a “ A
?
d, b “

c

n

2c2
.

The constant A is chosen so that a ě 1 and c1a
2{2 ě d for every d ě 1. If a ď b, then for every

r P ra, bs we have

d ď
c1r

2

2
ď ∆pCrq ´

c1r
2

2
, ∆pCrq ď c2r

2 ď
n

2
.
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Applying the conic kinematic estimate with s “ c1r
2{2, and increasing A if needed to absorb the

leading factor 4, gives
PpW X Cr “ t0uq ď expp´cr2q

for a universal constant c ą 0. By the definition of r‹,

tr‹pW q ą ru Ă tW X Cr “ t0uu, 0 ă r ă
?
n.

Thus, when a ď b,

Ppr‹pW q ą rq ď

$

’

’

’

’

&

’

’

’

’

%

1, 0 ď r ă a,

expp´cr2q, a ď r ď b,

expp´cb2q, b ď r ď
?
n,

0, r ě
?
n.

The third line follows by monotonicity of r ÞÑ Ppr‹pW q ą rq, and the last line follows from the
deterministic bound r‹pW q ď

?
n.

Choose

λ0 ď min

"

1

2
,
c

2
,
c

4c2

*

.

If a ą b, then n À d, and the deterministic bound r‹pW q ď
?
n gives

logEW exp
`

λ0r‹pW q2
˘

ď λ0n À d.

It remains to consider the case a ď b. Using

EW exp
`

λ0r‹pW q2
˘

“ 1 `

ż 8

0
2λ0t exppλ0t

2qPpr‹pW q ą tq dt,

and splitting the integral over r0, as, ra, bs, and rb,
?
ns, we get

EW exp
`

λ0r‹pW q2
˘

ď 1 `

ż a

0
2λ0te

λ0t2 dt`

ż b

a
2λ0te

´pc´λ0qt2 dt

`

ż

?
n

b
2λ0te

λ0t2´cb2 dt.

The first integral is at most
exppλ0a

2q ´ 1 ď exppCdq ´ 1.

The second integral is bounded by a universal constant, since λ0 ď c{2. For the third integral,
using b2 “ n{p2c2q and λ0 ď c{p4c2q, we have

ż

?
n

b
2λ0te

λ0t2´cb2 dt ď exppλ0n´ cb2q ď 1.

Therefore
EW exp

`

λ0r‹pW q2
˘

ď C0 exppC1dq

for universal constants C0, C1 ą 0, which proves the claim.

Next, we present our main result in this section.

Proposition 3.4 (Expected LLR near the origin). Let n ě d. Let X P Rnˆd be a random design
matrix with rows XT

i . Assume that
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(i) W “ kerpXTq is uniformly distributed over the Grassmann manifold of pn ´ dq-dimensional
subspaces of Rn;

(ii) there exists L ě 1 such that EXiX
T
i ď L ¨ Id for all i P rns.

Then, for every θ‹ P Rd,

Eθ‹ Λlog
n pθ‹;X1:n;Y1:nq À d` n ¨ mintL}θ‹}22, 1u.

In particular, for Gaussian random design Xi
i.i.d.
„ N p0, Idq, if }θ‹}2 À

a

d{n, then

Eθ‹ Λlog
n pθ‹;X1:n;Y1:nq À d.

Some discussion is in order before we prove this result. Assumption (i) holds in particular
when the vectors Xi are i.i.d. Gaussian in Rd with arbitrary covariance Σ ą 0. Indeed, one can
write X “ ZΣ1{2 with Z P Rnˆd having standard Gaussian entries. Then, ranpXq “ ranpZq 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 Opnq

satisfies the condition. Namely, if for every matrix Q P Opnq, X
pdq
“ QX, then the random subspace

kerpXTq is Haar-distributed. A specific situation where this holds is if the columns Xp1q, . . . , Xpdq

of X are i.i.d. with a rotationally invariant distribution in Rn and X has rank d almost surely. In
addition, in this case, one has EXiX

T
i “ Er}Xp1q}2s{n ¨ Id.

Proof For a fixed design X, let PX,θ denote the product law on t´1, 1un under the logistic model
with parameter θ. For δ P r´1, 1sn, let Qδ be the product law under which the i-th coordinate has
mean δi, that is

QδtYi “ 1u “
1 ` δi
2

.

Define

InpX,Y q “ inf
δPr´1,1sn

XTδ“XTY

n
ÿ

i“1

DklpBer
ˆ

1 ` δi
2

˙

} Ber
ˆ

1

2

˙

q.

We will then use the following: for any δ P r´1, 1s and u P R,

DklpBer
ˆ

1 ` δ

2

˙

} Ber pσpuqqq “ DklpBer
ˆ

1 ` δ

2

˙

} Ber
ˆ

1

2

˙

q´
uδ

2
`log cosh

´u

2

¯

, |δ| ď 1, u P R.

Applying this identity coordinatewise and using the constraint XTδ “ XTY , the usual variational
representation of the logistic likelihood ratio from Lemma 3.1 (applied to the subspace ranpXq and
vector v‹ “ Xθ‹) gives

Λlog
n pθ‹;X1:n;Y1:nq “ InpX,Y q ´ log

dPX,θ‹

dPX,0
pY q , (31)

since, using the elementary identity logpσpεuqq “ εu{2 ´ logp2 coshpu{2qq (valid for any ε P t´1, 1u

and u P R), one has

log

ˆ

dPX,θ‹

dPX,0
pY q

˙

“

n
ÿ

i“1

!

log σpYiv
‹
i q ´ logp1{2q

)

“
1

2
xXθ‹, Y y ´

n
ÿ

i“1

logpcoshpv‹
i {2qq .
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We first compare InpX,Y q to the critical radius. Let W “ kerpXTq and DY “ diagpY1, . . . , Ynq.
First, by a standard comparison,

DklpBer
ˆ

1 ` δ

2

˙

} Ber
ˆ

1

2

˙

q ď δ2 for all |δ| ď 1 .

Next, we prove that
InpX,Y q ď inf

δPr´1,1sn

δPY `W

}δ}22 “ r‹pDYW q2. (32)

To prove (32), observe that the constraint XTδ “ XTY is equivalent to δ P Y ` W since W “

kerpXTq. By construction DY Y “ 1n, so this is also equivalent to DY δ P 1n `DYW . Since DY is
an isometry, for 0 ă r ă

?
n, the existence of δ P Bn

8 X rBn
2 X pY ` W q is equivalent, on setting

v “ ´DY δ, to the existence of v P Bn
8 X rBn

2 such that 1n ` v P DYW . This is exactly the
condition DYW XCr ‰ t0u, with the convention r‹pDYW q “

?
n covering the boundary case. This

establishes (32).
Fix λ P p0, 1q. Conditioning on X and taking expectation with respect to Y in (31) yields

EY „PX,θ‹

”

Λlog
n pθ‹;X1:n;Y1:nq

ı

“ EY „PX,θ‹ InpX,Y q ´DklpPX,θ‹ } PX,0q .

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

EY „PX,θ‹ rInpX,Y qs ď
1

λ
logEY „PX,0

eλInpX,Y q `
1

λ
DklpPX,θ‹ } PX,0q .

Combining with the previous display we find,

EY „PX,θ‹

”

Λlog
n pθ‹;X1:n;Y1:nq

ı

ď
1

λ
logEY „PX,0

exp
`

λInpX,Y q
˘

`

ˆ

1

λ
´ 1

˙

DklpPX,θ‹ } PX,0q.

Taking expectation in X, applying Jensen’s inequality to the logarithm, and using InpX,Y q ď

r‹pDYW q2, we obtain

Eθ‹ Λlog
n pθ‹;X1:n;Y1:nq ď

1

λ
logEX EY „PX,0

exp
`

λr‹pDYW q2
˘

`

ˆ

1

λ
´ 1

˙

EX DklpPX,θ‹ } PX,0q.

Under PX,0, the labels are independent Rademacher variables and are independent of X. Since
W is Haar-distributed and multiplication by DY is an orthogonal transformation, DYW is again
Haar-distributed. Choosing λ “ λ0 in Lemma 3.4, the first term is bounded by Cd.

It remains to bound the change-of-measure term. For Ui “ xXi, θ
‹y,

DklpPX,θ‹ } PX,0q “

n
ÿ

i“1

DklpBer pσpUiqq } Ber
ˆ

1

2

˙

q À

n
ÿ

i“1

ˆ

σpUiq ´
1

2

˙2

.

Moreover,
ˆ

σpuq ´
1

2

˙2

À mintu2, 1u, u P R,

using that t ÞÑ σptq is 1{4-Lipschitz and that the left-hand side is bounded by 1{4. Therefore,

EX DklpPX,θ‹ } PX,0q À

n
ÿ

i“1

EmintxXi, θ
‹y2, 1u.
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Since x ÞÑ mintx, 1u is concave on R`, Jensen’s inequality and the covariance assumption give

EmintxXi, θ
‹y2, 1u ď min

␣

ExXi, θ
‹y2, 1

(

ď min
␣

L}θ‹}22, 1
(

.

Combining the previous displays gives

EX DklpPX,θ‹ } PX,0q À nmintL}θ‹}22, 1u.

Together with the critical-radius bound, this proves

Eθ‹ Λlog
n pθ‹;X1:n;Y1:nq À d` n ¨ mintL}θ‹}22, 1u.

For Gaussian random design, W “ kerpXTq is Haar-distributed and EXiX
T
i “ Id. Hence L “ 1,

and }θ‹}2 À
a

d{n gives the claimed Opdq bound.

3.4.1 Remaining proofs

Proof (of Lemma 3.5) Fix r ą 0. It is clear from the definition of Cr that

Cr Ă cone p1n ` rBn
2 q ,

that we will denote by C1
r. For any cone C Ă Rn, write HC “ supvPBn

2 XCxg, vy, with g a standard

Gaussian vector. Then, by [4, Prop. 3.1(5)], ∆pC1
rq “ ErH2

C1
r
s. Thus, by monotonicity, ∆pCrq ď

ErH2
C1
r
s as well, so we proceed by bounding the latter from above. Suppose first that r P r1,

?
n{2s.

Let v P C1
r X Bn

2 and write it as v “ λp1n ` zq for some λ ě 0 and z P Rn with }z} ď r. The
Cauchy–Schwarz inequality gives xg,1n ` zy ď xg,1ny ` r}g}, and the reverse triangle inequality
gives }1n ` z} ě

?
n´ r, hence λ ď 1{p

?
n´ rq. It follows that

xg, vy “ λxg,1n ` zy ď λ
`

xg,1ny ` r}g}
˘

`
ď

xg,1ny` ` r}g}
?
n´ r

.

The last inequality holds for all λ ě 0 and z P rBn
2 , so, taking the supremum, we deduce that

HC1
r

ď
xg,1ny` ` r}g}

?
n´ r

.

Since
?
n´ r ě

?
n{2, taking the square gives

H2
C1
r

ď
2xg,1ny2` ` 2r2}g}2

p
?
n´ rq2

ď
8xg,1ny2` ` 8r2}g}2

n
.

Since xg,1ny „ N p0, nq, we have Erxg,1ny2`s “ n{2, and E }g}22 “ n, so taking expectations gives
∆pCrq ď 4 ` 8r2 ď 12r2, the last step using r ě 1. If instead r P p

?
n{2,

?
ns, then n ă 4r2 and we

simply use the trivial bound ∆pCrq ď n ď 4r2. In either case, ∆pCrq ď c2r
2 with c2 “ 12.

We now turn to the lower bound. First suppose that r P p0,
?
nq. As before, g denotes a

standard Gaussian vector. Let Z “ pr{
?
nq signpgq; then }Z}8 “ r{

?
n ď 1 and }Z} “ r, so

Z P Bn
8 X rBn

2 and 1n ` Z lies in the generating set of Cr. Thus, letting

U “
1n ` Z

}1n ` Z}
P Cr XBn

2 ,
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and since }1n ` Z}2 ď
?
n` r ď 2

?
n,

xg, Uy “
ξ

}1n ` Z}2
, ξ “ xg,1ny `

r
?
n

}g}1.

Since 0 P Cr XBn
2 as well, HCr ě maxt0, xg, Uyu, and this is at least ξ{p2

?
nq regardless of the sign

of ξ. Indeed, when ξ ě 0, this follows from xg, Uy ě ξ{p2
?
nq since }1n ` Z} ď 2

?
n, and when

ξ ă 0, the quantity ξ{p2
?
nq is negative while maxt0, xg, Uyu ě 0. Hence HCr ě ξ{p2

?
nq. Taking

expectations, using Exg,1ny “ 0 and E }g}1 “ n
a

2{π, we deduce

ErHCrpgqs ě
Erξs

2
?
n

“
r

?
2π

.

By Jensen’s inequality, ∆pCrq “ ErH2
Cr s ě ErHCr s2 ě r2{p2πq for 0 ă r ă

?
n. At the endpoint

r “
?
n, we have Cr “ Rn

` and hence ∆pCrq “ n{2 ě r2{p2πq. Thus, the claim holds with
c1 “ 1{p2πq.

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 Ñ 8.

Next, Section 4.2 analyzes separately the two-dimensional case. Indeed, Proposition 2.4 ad-
dresses the case where d ě 3 and shows that the logarithmic factor is unavoidable, which implies
that the behavior of the LLR is structurally different from the χ2 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 χ2-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 κ “ lim d{n does not
suffice to characterize the behavior of the LLR. Instead, Proposition 4.2 shows that whether or
not the χ2 distribution is a valid approximation (assessed in Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance) for the
distribution of the LLR depends on the limiting behavior of d3{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 [49] 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, . . . , xn are known in advance. In our notation,
we define

S log
d px1, . . . , xnq “

ÿ

εPt´1,1un

sup
θPRd

n
ź

i“1

σpεixxi, θyq.
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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 λ “ 1. Indeed, by definition,

Eθ‹ exp
`

Λlog
n pθ‹q

˘

“ S log
d px1, . . . , xnq.

In particular, the right-hand side does not depend on θ‹. 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 Λlog

n pθ‹q. Remarkably, even for finite n, this already reveals a subtle
departure from the classical χ2

d picture: at λ “ 1, the moment generating function of 1
2χ

2
d 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 ě d, then for every collection x1, . . . , xn P Rd,

log
`

S log
d px1, . . . , xnq

˘

ď log
´

d
ÿ

ℓ“0

ˆ

n

ℓ

˙

¯

ď d log
´en

d

¯

.

(ii) If d “ 1, n ě 2, and x1, . . . , xn P R are nonzero, then

log
`

S log
1 px1, . . . , xnq

˘

ě
1

2
log n.

More generally, for arbitrary d ě 1, assume that d divides n and that the design has a balanced
d-block parallel structure: the vectors x1, . . . , xn 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 uj,
where u1, . . . , ud P Rd are linearly independent. Then

log
`

S log
d px1, . . . , xnq

˘

ě
d

2
log

´n

d

¯

.

(iii) For any d ě 1, if d divides n, then

sup
x1
1,...,x

1
nPRd

log
`

S log
d px1

1, . . . , x
1
nq
˘

ě d log
´n

d
` 1

¯

.

(iv) For any n ě d ě 1, if x1, . . . , xn are in general position, then

log
`

S log
d px1, . . . , xnq

˘

ě log
´

2
d´1
ÿ

ℓ“0

ˆ

n´ 1

ℓ

˙

¯

.

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

log
`

S log
d px1, . . . , xnq

˘

ě pd´ 1q log
´n´ 1

d´ 1

¯

.
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Theorem 4.1 has several consequences. Combining items (i) and (iii), we obtain that whenever
n ě d and d divides n,

d log
´n

d

¯

ď sup
x1,...,xnPRd

log
`

S log
d px1, . . . , xnq

˘

ď d log
´n

d

¯

` d.

Thus, in the fixed-design setting, the worst-case Shtarkov sum grows on the scale d logpen{dq, and
when n{d Ñ 8 the displayed upper and lower bounds match at the level of the leading constant.

Related quantities for logistic models have recently been studied in [48, 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 2d log n, which are suboptimal for our problem. The
techniques in [45, Appendix D] immediately give Cd logpen{dq for some absolute constant C. We
do not reproduce that argument, since item (i) above gives the explicit upper bound d logpen{dq,
and hence the asymptotically sharp coefficient 1 in front of d logpn{dq when n{d Ñ 8.

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 [42], and for d “ 1 reduces to the classical Bernoulli phenomenon studied in [40, 2, 26].
Item (ii) thus captures the familiar local quadratic behavior within fixed-design logistic regression.

Item (iii) shows that d
2 logpn{dq is not the full worst-case picture: at λ “ 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 θ P Rd and ε P t´1, 1un, let

pθpεq “

n
ź

i“1

σpεixxi, θyq.

Let δ1, . . . , δn be i.i.d. real-valued random variables with cumulative distribution function σ. Then,
for every θ P Rd and every ε P t´1, 1un,

pθpεq “ P
`

signpxxi, θy ´ δiq “ εi for all i P rns
˘

.

Therefore,
S log
d px1, . . . , xnq “

ÿ

εPt´1,1un

sup
θPRd

pθpεq ď ENXpδq,

where
NXpδq “

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

!

SX,δpθq : θ P Rd, xxi, θy ‰ δi for all i P rns

)
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
,

and
SX,δpθq “

`

signpxx1, θy ´ δ1q, . . . , signpxxn, θy ´ δnq
˘

.

Indeed, for each ε,

sup
θPRd

pθpεq ď P
´

ε P tSX,δpθq : θ P Rd, xxi, θy ‰ δi for all i P rnsu

¯

,
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and summing over ε gives the expected number of realized sign patterns. Fix now δ “ pδ1, . . . , δnq.
On the event that δi ‰ 0 whenever xi “ 0, the i-th coordinate of SX,δpθq is independent of θ, so
removing such coordinates does not change NXpδq. Since this event holds almost surely, for the
purpose of the upper bound, it is enough to consider the nonzero covariates. For each such xi,
consider the affine hyperplane

Hipδq “ tθ P Rd : xxi, θy “ δiu.

On each connected component of Rdz
Ť

i:xi‰0Hipδq, the sign pattern SX,δpθq is constant. Hence
NXpδq is bounded by the number of regions in the arrangement generated by the hyperplanes
Hipδq with xi ‰ 0. It is standard that the number of regions in any arrangement of at most n affine
hyperplanes in Rd is at most

řd
ℓ“0

`

n
ℓ

˘

. For completeness, NX is measurable without any general
position assumption. Indeed, for each ε P t´1, 1un, the set

Dε “ tδ P Rn : there exists θ P Rd such that εipxxi, θy ´ δiq ą 0 for all i P rnsu

is open, and NXpδq “
ř

ε 1tδ P Dεu. Thus we may take expectations, yielding

S log
d px1, . . . , xnq ď

d
ÿ

ℓ“0

ˆ

n

ℓ

˙

,

which proves part (i).
We now turn to part (ii). Set ai “ |xi|. Note that the Shtarkov sum only depends on a1, . . . , an.

Thus, it is enough to consider the case where a1, . . . , an ą 0. For A Ă rns, define

qApθq “
ź

iPA

σpaiθq
ź

iRA

σp´aiθq.

Then
S log
1 px1, . . . , xnq “

ÿ

AĂrns

sup
θPR

qApθq.

For k P t0, . . . , nu, let Ak “ tA Ă rns : |A| “ ku. Since the sum of suprema dominates the supremum
of the sum,

S log
1 px1, . . . , xnq ě

n
ÿ

k“0

sup
θPR

ÿ

APAk

qApθq.

Fix θ P R, and let B1pθq, . . . , Bnpθq be independent Bernoulli random variables with

PpBipθq “ 1q “ σpaiθq, i P rns.

If Kθ “
řn
i“1Bipθq, then

ř

APAk
qApθq “ PpKθ “ kq, and therefore

S log
1 px1, . . . , xnq ě

n
ÿ

k“0

sup
θPR

PpKθ “ kq.

For k “ 0 and k “ n, the corresponding suprema are equal to 1. Now fix k P t1, . . . , n ´ 1u. The
map θ ÞÑ ErKθs “

řn
i“1 σpaiθq is continuous and strictly increasing from 0 to n, so there exists

θk P R such that
ErKθks “ k.
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The law of Kθk is Poisson-binomial with mean k. By Hoeffding’s extremal theorem for Poisson-
binomial laws [27, Theorem 4], if Kk „ Binpn, k{nq, then

PpKθk ď k ´ 1q ď PpKk ď k ´ 1q, and PpKθk ď kq ě PpKk ď kq.

Subtracting these inequalities gives PpKθk “ kq ě PpKk “ kq “
`

n
k

˘

´

k
n

¯k´

1 ´ k
n

¯n´k
. Hence

S log
1 px1, . . . , xnq ě

n
ÿ

k“0

ˆ

n

k

˙

´k

n

¯k´

1 ´
k

n

¯n´k
.

Here and below, the endpoint terms k “ 0, n are interpreted as 1. By [40, Proof of Theorem 1], the
quantity on the right is exactly the Bernoulli Shtarkov constant. That is, for every p P p0, 1q,

n
ÿ

k“0

ˆ

n

k

˙

´k

n

¯k´

1 ´
k

n

¯n´k
“ Ep exp

`

nDklppp } pq
˘

, pp “
1

n

n
ÿ

i“1

Xi , X1, . . . , Xn
iid
„ Ber ppq ,

and [40, Theorem 1] proved that for n ě 2 this quantity is at least
?
n.

For the second statement in part (ii), let m “ n{d, and after relabeling assume that for j P

rds, r P rms,
xpj´1qm`r “ bj,ruj ,

for some nonzero scalars bj,r and linearly independent vectors u1, . . . , ud P Rd. Since u1, . . . , ud
form a basis of Rd, there exists a basis pϕ1, . . . , ϕdq such that xuj , ϕky “ δjk. Hence, for every t “

pt1, . . . , tdq P Rd, the choice θ “
řd
j“1 tjϕj satisfies xuj , θy “ tj for all j. Writing ε “ pεp1q, . . . , εpdqq

with εpjq P t´1, 1um, we therefore obtain

sup
θPRd

n
ź

i“1

σpεixxi, θyq “ sup
tPRd

d
ź

j“1

m
ź

r“1

σpεpjq
r bj,rtjq “

d
ź

j“1

sup
sPR

m
ź

r“1

σpεpjq
r bj,rsq,

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

S log
d px1, . . . , xnq “

d
ź

j“1

S log
1 pbj,1, . . . , bj,mq.

Applying the one-dimensional lower bound already proved to each factor, with the case m “ 1
being immediate since S log

1 pbq “ 2 ě
?
m, we get

S log
d px1, . . . , xnq ě p

?
mqd “

´n

d

¯d{2
.

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

sup
a1,...,amą0

S log
1 pa1, . . . , amq “ m` 1. (33)

The upper bound follows from part (i) with d “ 1. We now prove the matching lower bound. Fix
m ě 1 and consider the design ar “ Rr´1, for all r P rms, where R ą 1 will tend to infinity. For
ε P t´1, 1um, define for t P R,

qεptq “

m
ź

r“1

σpεrartq.
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The two constant sign patterns p1, . . . , 1q and p´1, . . . ,´1q contribute exactly 1, since

sup
tPR

qp1,...,1qptq “ 1 and sup
tPR

qp´1,...,´1qptq “ 1.

We next partition the remaining sign patterns. For each j P rm´ 1s, let

C`
j “ tε P t´1, 1um : εj “ 1, εr “ ´1 for all r ą ju,

C´
j “ tε P t´1, 1um : εj “ ´1, εr “ 1 for all r ą ju,

with the coordinates ε1, . . . , εj´1 arbitrary. These families, together with the two constant patterns,
form a partition of t´1, 1um. Indeed, for a non-constant ε, if εm “ ´1, let j be the largest index
such that εj “ 1. Then by construction, εr “ ´1 for all r ą j, so ε P C`

j with j ď m ´ 1. The

same argument applies by symmetry with C´
j in the case where εm “ 1. In each case j is uniquely

determined by ε. Now summing over the free coordinates gives
ÿ

εPC`
j

qεptq “ σpajtq
ź

rąj

σp´artq,
ÿ

εPC´
j

qεptq “ σp´ajtq
ź

rąj

σpartq,

because for each r ă j, it holds that
ř

εrPt´1,1u σpεrartq “ σpartq ` σp´artq “ 1. We now define

two particular levels t´j “ ´R1{2

aj`1
, and t`j “ R1{2

aj`1
. Since ar “ Rr´1, we can immediately verify that

lim
RÑ8

ÿ

εPC`
j

qεpt
´
j q “

1

2
, lim

RÑ8

ÿ

εPC´
j

qεpt
`
j q “

1

2
.

Finally, we have

S log
1 p1, R, . . . , Rm´1q “

ÿ

εPt´1,1um

sup
tPR

qεptq ě 1 ` 1 `

m´1
ÿ

j“1

¨

˚

˝

sup
tPR

ÿ

εPC`
j

qεptq ` sup
tPR

ÿ

εPC´
j

qεptq

˛

‹

‚

.

Therefore, it holds that

lim inf
RÑ8

S log
1 p1, R, . . . , Rm´1q ě 1 ` 1 `

m´1
ÿ

j“1

ˆ

1

2
`

1

2

˙

“ m` 1.

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 a1, . . . , am. Define a design in Rd by placing one copy of
the one-dimensional design on each coordinate axis for j P rds, r P rms:

x1
pj´1qm`r “ arej ,

where e1, . . . , ed are the canonical basis vectors in Rd. We can write ε P t´1, 1un as d consecutive
blocks

ε “ pεp1q, . . . , εpdqq, where εpjq P t´1, 1um,

Since the factors depend on disjoint coordinates of θ and are nonnegative, the supremum factorizes
as follows:

sup
θPRd

n
ź

i“1

σpεixx
1
i, θyq “

d
ź

j“1

sup
tPR

m
ź

r“1

σ
`

εpjq
r art

˘

.
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Therefore, it holds that

sup
x1
1,...,x

1
nPRd

S log
d px1

1, . . . , x
1
nq ě sup

a1,...,amą0

´

S log
1 pa1, . . . , amq

¯d
“ pm` 1qd “

´n

d
` 1

¯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, . . . , xn are in general position in the sense that every subset of size
at most d is linearly independent. If a sign pattern ε P t´1, 1un is realizable by some θ P Rd, that
is, εixxi, θy ą 0, for all i P rns, then suptą0

śn
i“1 σ

`

t εixxi, θy
˘

“ 1. Hence every realizable pattern

contributes 1 to the Shtarkov sum. Consequently, S log
d px1, . . . , xnq is bounded from below by the

number of dichotomies of the points x1, . . . , xn induced by homogeneous halfspaces in Rd. By
Cover’s formula [17], under this assumption this number is 2

řd´1
ℓ“0

`

n´1
ℓ

˘

. This proves part (iv).

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 χ2

1-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 Ă Rn, a vector v P Rn

and ε P t´1, 1un, the quantity

ΓW pε; vq “ sup
wPW

log
pwpεq

pvpεq
, where pvpεq “

n
ź

i“1

σpεiviq.

We also define the shorthand

Epv,W q “ Eε„pv ΓW pε; vq .

Proposition 4.1. Let n ě rexppexppexpp20qqqs. There exists a two-dimensional subspace W Ă Rn

and a vector v P W for which

Epv,W q ě
1

16e2
log log log n.

For a vector z P Rm, a sign vector ε P t´1, 1um, and a subset A Ă t´1, 1um, we put

pzpεq “

m
ź

i“1

σpεiziq, pzpAq “
ÿ

εPA

pzpεq.

Recall that

Epv,W q “
ÿ

εPt´1,1um

pvpεq log sup
wPW

pwpεq

pvpεq
.

The crux of the proof is the following lemma.

Lemma 4.1. Fix an integer k ě 9. Define

mk “ teku, Nj “
X

exp
`

kp4j ´ 1q
˘\

, j “ 1, . . . ,mk, and Mk “

mk
ÿ

j“1

Nj .

There is a two-dimensional subspace U Ă RMk and a vector u P U such that

Epu, Uq ě
1

8e2
pk ´ 8q. (34)
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Proof of Proposition 4.1 We now “pad” to obtain the result for general n. Put k “ tLu ´ 1 where
L “ log log log n. We claim

Mk ă n for n ě rexppexppexpp20qqqs . (35)

Define
m “ n´Mk, W “ U ˆ t0mu, and v “ pu, 0mq.

For every pε, δq P t´1, 1uMk ˆ t´1, 1um and any w P U , it holds that

pvpε, δq “ 2´mpupεq and ppw,0mqpε, δq “ 2´mpwpεq.

Hence

sup
wPW

pwpε, δq

pvpε, δq
“ sup

wPU

pwpεq

pupεq
.

Summing over δ and using eq. (34) yields

Epv,W q “ Epu, Uq ě
1

8e2
pk ´ 8q ě

1

8e2
pL´ 10q ě

1

16e2
¨ log log log n,

as required. We used that k ě L´ 2 and L´ 10 ě L
2 as L ě 20.

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

Mk ď

mk
ÿ

j“1

exp
`

kp4j ´ 1q
˘

ď mk exp
`

kp4mk ´ 1q
˘

ď exp
`

k4e
k˘

.

Since k ď ek and 1 ` log 4 ă e,

log logMk ď log k ` ek log 4 ď p1 ` log 4qek ă ek`1

whence,
log log logMk ă k ` 1 ď log log log n,

which implies in particular Mk ă n.

Proof of Lemma 4.1 Partition rMks into consecutive blocks:

B1, . . . , Bmk
with |Bj | “ Nj .

We define x, y P RMk according to

xi “ 2j , and yi “ 4j , for i P Bj .

We set U “ spantx, yu; clearly dimpUq “ 2. We set u “ ky. We consider the sets

Aj “
␣

ε P t´1, 1uMk | ε “ 1Mk
´ 2ei for some i P Bj

(

and A “

mk
ď

j“1

Aj .

Clearly, tAjujPrmks is a pairwise disjoint collection of sets. Suppose we can show that

pupAjq
piq
ě

1

4e2
e´k, and min

εPAj

sup
vPU

log
pvpεq

pupεq

piiq
ě k ´ 8, for all j P rmks. (36)
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Then eq. (36)(i) and disjointness give pupAq ě 1
4e2

e´kmk ě 1
8e2

, as mk “
X

ek
\

ě ek

2 . Combining
this with eq. (36)(ii), we obtain

Epu, Uq ě
ÿ

εPA
pupεq sup

vPU
log

pvpεq

pupεq
ě pupAq pk ´ 8q ě

1

8e2
pk ´ 8q,

thereby completing the proof.

Proof of eq. (36)(i): Set

qℓ “ σp´k4ℓq, ρℓ “ σpk4ℓq ” 1 ´ qℓ, for ℓ P rmks.

Note that because u is constant in the blocks, we have

pupAjq “ Nj ¨
qj
ρj

¨

mk
ź

ℓ“1

ρNℓ
ℓ for any j P rmks. (37)

For t ě 0, we have σp´tq
e´t P r1{2, 1s. Hence, for every ℓ,

Nℓqℓ ď ekp4ℓ´1q´k4ℓ “ e´k (38)

Similarly,

Nℓqℓ ě
1

2

Y

ekp4ℓ´1q
]

e´k4ℓ ě
1

4
e´k. (39)

Here, we used kp4ℓ ´ 1q ě 3k ą log 2, so that
Y

ekp4ℓ´1q
]

ě 1
2e
kp4ℓ´1q. It follows that

mk
ź

ℓ“1

ρNℓ
ℓ “ exp

´

mk
ÿ

ℓ“1

Nℓ logp1 ´ qℓq
¯ piq

ě exp
´

´ 2
mk
ÿ

ℓ“1

Nℓqℓ

¯ piiq
ě

1

e2
. (40)

Above, inequality (i) used qℓ ď e´k4ℓ ď e´4k ă 1{2, so that logp1 ´ qℓq ě ´2qℓ. Additionally,
inequality (ii) used

řmk
ℓ“1Nℓqℓ ď e´kmk ď 1, by eq. (38). As ρj “ σpk4jq ď 1, the claim follows

from eqs. (37), (39) and (40).

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

wpjq “ u´
2k

2j
x`

k

4j
y, for j P rmks.

Clearly, wpjq P U for each j. For ℓ P rmks, we have for i P Bℓ that

w
pjq

i “ k4ℓ ´ 2k 2ℓ´j ` k4ℓ´j “ kp4ℓ ´ 1q ` kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2.

In particular, if i P Bj , then w
pjq

i “ kp4j ´ 1q. We have logNℓ ď kp4ℓ ´ 1q by our choice of block
sizes. It implies that:

w
pjq

i ě logNℓ ` kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2, (41)

which holds for every i P Bℓ and for every j, ℓ P rmks.
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For j P rmks and ε P Aj , we have

sup
vPU

log
pvpεq

pupεq
ě log

pwpjqpεq

pupεq

“

´

log
σp´kp4j ´ 1qq

σp´k4jq
´ log

σpkp4j ´ 1qq

σpk4jq

¯

`

mk
ÿ

ℓ“1

Nℓ log
σpkp4ℓ ´ 1q ` kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2q

σpk4ℓq

paq
“ k `Nj log

σpkp4j ´ 1qq

σpk4jq
`

ÿ

ℓ‰j
ℓPrmks

Nℓ log
σpkp4ℓ ´ 1q ` kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2q

σpk4ℓq

pbq

ě k ´ 1 ´
ÿ

ℓ‰j
ℓPrmks

Nℓ log
σpk4ℓq

σpkp4ℓ ´ 1q ` kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2q

loooooooooooooooooooooooooomoooooooooooooooooooooooooon

Sj

“ k ´ 1 ´ Sj . (42)

Above, relation (a) used log σptq
σp´tq “ t and inequality (b) used logpσptqq “ ´ logp1 ` e´tq ě ´e´t so

that

Nj log
σpkp4j ´ 1qq

σpk4jq
ě ´Nje

´kp4j´1q ě ´1.

We now control the sum Sj . First, note that by (41), we have for ℓ ‰ j,

Nℓ log
σpkp4ℓ ´ 1q ` kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2q

σpk4ℓq
ě ´Nℓe

´kp4ℓ´1q´kp2ℓ´j´1q2 ě ´ expp´kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2q. (43)

We can write

Sj “
ÿ

ℓăj
ℓPrmks

Nℓ log
σpk4ℓq

σpkp4ℓ ´ 1q ` kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2q
`

ÿ

ℓąj
ℓPrmks

Nℓ log
σpk4ℓq

σpkp4ℓ ´ 1q ` kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2q
“ Să

j `Są
j .

From the inequality (43), we have

Są
j ď

ÿ

ℓąj
ℓPrmks

expp´kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2q ď
ÿ

ℓąj
ℓPrmks

e´k ď e´kmk ď 1. (44)

On the other hand, for m “ tlog2p2kqu, we have

Să
j ď

ÿ

ℓăj
ℓPrmks

expp´kp2ℓ´j ´ 1q2q ď

m
ÿ

n“1

expp´kp2´n ´ 1q2q `

mk
ÿ

n“m`1

expp´kp2´n ´ 1q2q

ď 2ke´k{4 ` eke1´k ď
8

e
` e ď 6. (45)

Combining inequalities eqs. (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 d3{2{n boundary for Wilks approximation

The classical Wilks phenomenon arises in the purely asymptotic regime where the dimension d and
the parameter θ‹ P Rd 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 2Λlog
n pθ‹q 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 θ‹ “ θ‹

n P Rdn , and the dimension dn grows with
the sample size n. In the series of works [53, 54], the authors study the case where the dimension dn
grows linearly with n, in a way that dn{n Ñ κ P p0, 1q as n Ñ 8. The limiting aspect ratio κ thus
emerged as a key parameter in the analysis of high-dimensional, random-design logistic regression.
Notably, in the “null case” (pure noise, θ‹ “ 0), the Wendel–Cover formula [56, 17] shows that the
critical threshold sits exactly at κ “ 1{2. Below this value, the MLE exists with probability going
to 1, whereas if κ ą 1{2, the probability that the MLE exists goes to 0. At κ “ 1{2, the aspect ratio
alone does not determine the limiting probability; under the centered scaling dn ´ n{2 “ op

?
nq,

the probability that the MLE exists converges to 1{2. However, it turns out that the limiting
aspect ratio κ 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

Xi
i.i.d.
„ N p0, Idq , PpYi “ 1 | Xiq “ σpXT

i θ
pdqq, θpdq “ 0 P Rd. (46)

Throughout this section, we view d “ dpnq 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

Λn,d “ sup
ηPRd

n
ÿ

i“1

log
`

2σpYiX
T
i ηq

˘

.

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

dKS pU, V q “ sup
xPR

|PpU ď xq ´ PpV ď xq|.

The next result characterizes when the log-likelihood ratio (LLR) statistic Λn,d is asymptotically
well-approximated by 1

2χ
2
d.

Proposition 4.2 (Approximation of the LLR statistic via χ2
d under Gaussian random design).

Under the observational model given by eq. (46), the following holds:

(i) if d3{2{n Ñ 0, then limnÑ8 dKS
`

2Λn,d, χ
2
d

˘

“ 0; and

(ii) if d3{2{n Û 0, then lim supnÑ8 dKS
`

2Λn,d, χ
2
d

˘

ą 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 “

X

n2{3
\

. Although d{n Ñ 0 as n Ñ 8, Proposition 4.2(ii)
implies that lim supnÑ8 dKS

`

2Λn,d, χ
2
d

˘

ą 0; stated otherwise, the LLR statistic is not asymptot-
ically well-approximated by 1

2χ
2
d in Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance. On the other hand, consider

the case that d “
X

n1{3
\

. In this case, it is true that d{n Ñ 0 as n Ñ 8, but Proposition 4.2(i)
implies that dKS

`

2Λn,d, χ
2
d

˘

Ñ 0 as n Ñ 8; stated otherwise, the LLR statistic is asymptotically
well-approximated by 1

2χ
2
d in Kolmogorov-Smirnov distance.
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4.4 Proofs

4.4.1 Proof of Proposition 4.2

Let X P Rnˆd be the design matrix with rows XT
i , and set

Bi “
1 ` Yi

2
P t0, 1u, Zi “ YiXi, i P rns.

Let B “ pB1, . . . , Bnq. Then Zi
i.i.d.
„ N p0, Idq, as Yi are independent Rademachers. Let Z P Rnˆd

be the matrix with rows ZT
i , and let V denote the range of Z. We define for |δ| ď 1,

hpδq “ DklpBer
`

1`δ
2

˘

} Ber p1{2qq “
1

2

´

p1 ` δq logp1 ` δq ` p1 ´ δq logp1 ´ δq

¯

.

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

Λn,d “ inf
pPr0,1sn, XTp“XTB

n
ÿ

i“1

DklpBer ppiq } Ber p1{2qq “ inf
δPr´1,1sn, δ`1nPVK

n
ÿ

i“1

hpδiq (47)

where in the second infimum we let δi “ Yip1 ´ 2piq. To see why both formulations are equivalent,
note first that, on the one hand, since h is even, it holds that DklpBer ppiq } Ber p1{2qq “ hp´Yiδiq “

hpδiq. On the other hand, regarding the constraints,

pi ´Bi “
1´Yiδi

2 ´
1`Yi
2 “ ´

Yi
2 p1 ` δiq ,

so p ´ B “ ´1
2DY p1n ` δq with DY “ diagpY1, . . . , Ynq. Noting that Z “ DYX, we obtain that

XTpp ´ Bq “ ´1
2X

TDY p1n ` δq “ ´1
2Z

Tp1n ` δq. Hence the constraint XTp “ XTB is equivalent

to ZTp1n ` δq “ 0, i.e. to 1n ` δ P kerpZTq “ VK.

Claim (i): Since h is even, hp0q “ h1p0q “ 0, and h2pδq “ 1
1´δ2

, a Taylor expansion yields

δ2

2
ď hpδq ď

δ2

2
` Cδ4, for any δ P r´1, 1s, (48)

where above C ą 0 is some universal constant. Let PV be the orthogonal projector onto V. Let
En “ t}PV1n}8 ď 1u. From eqs. (47) and (48), we obtain that on En,

}PV1n}22 ď 2Λn,d ď }PV1n}22 ` 2C}PV1n}44. (49)

The next lemma allows us to control the probability of the complementary event.

Lemma 4.2. If d3{2{n Ñ 0, then limnÑ8 PpEcnq “ 0

Proof Set un “ 1?
n
1n. We can write Ecn “ t}PV1n}8 ą 1u “ t

?
n}PVun}8 ą 1u.

Denote by α “ }PVun}2. We have

PVun “ α2un ` α
a

1 ´ α2θ,

where θ is distributed uniformly on the unit sphere in uK
n and is independent of α. Hence for each

i,

pPVunqi “
α2

?
n

` α
a

1 ´ α2 θi.
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By a union bound, it holds that

PpEcnq ď nPp|α2 `
?
nα

a

1 ´ α2 θ1| ą 1q ď n
´

Ppα2 ą 1{2q ` Pp
?
nα|θ1| ą 1{2q

¯

.

Hence, using that α2 “ Betapd{2, pn´ dq{2q in distribution, we have

Ppα2 ą 1{2q ď 8 Erα6s “ 8
dpd` 2qpd` 4q

npn` 2qpn` 4q
À
d3

n3
.

Similarly, we have

Pp
?
nα|θ1| ą 1{2q ď 4096d3E θ61 À

d3

n3
.

Therefore, combining the previous three displays yields PpEcnq À d3{n2 Ñ 0, as required.

We also recall the Lévy concentration function of a real-valued random variable Z, defined

LZpεq “ sup
xPR

Ppx´ ε ă Z ď x` εq.

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 ε ą 0,

dKS pU, V q ď Pp|U ´ V | ą εq ` LV pε{2q.

Lemma 4.3 is proved in Section 4.4.2.

Lemma 4.4 (Lévy concentration function for χ2
d). There exists a constant C ą 0 such that the

following two inequalities hold:

(i) for d ě 2 and ε ą 0, we have Lχ2
d
pεq ď Cε{

?
d; and

(ii) for d ě 1 and ε ą 0, we have Lχ2
d
pεq ď C

?
ε.

Proof We write the density of χ2
d as fdpxq “ 1

2d{2Γpd{2q
x

d
2

´1e´x{2, for x ą 0. For d “ 2, the density

is decreasing and }f2}8 “ 1{2. For d ě 3, differentiation shows that its unique critical point is
at x “ d ´ 2, which is the maximizer. Hence, for d ě 3, the Stirling lower bound on the Gamma
function, namely, Γpzq ě

?
2π z z´ 1

2 e´z for z ě 1, gives

}fd}8 “
pd´ 2q

d
2

´1e´pd´2q{2

2d{2Γpd{2q
ď

pd´ 2q
d
2

´1e´pd´2q{2

2d{2
?
2πpd{2q

d
2

´ 1
2 e´d{2

“
e

2
?
πd

´

1 ´
2

d

¯
d
2

´1
ď

C1

2
?
d
.

Above, we set C1 “ e?
π
; together with the case d “ 2, claim (i) immediately follows after increasing

C if needed. First consider d “ 1. If G „ N p0, 1q, then G2 „ χ2
1, and for 0 ď a ă b, we have

PpG2 P pa, bsq “ 2

ż

?
b

?
a

e´t2{2

?
2π

dt ď

c

2

π
p
?
b´

?
aq ď

c

2

π

?
b´ a.

This immediately implies Lχ2
1
pεq ď 2?

π

?
ε. For d ě 2, write χ2

d “ G2 ` Z, in distribution. Here,

Z „ χ2
d´1 is independent of G. Conditioning on Z, we have

Ppx´ ε ă χ2
d ď x` εq “ EPpG2 P px´ Z ´ ε, x´ Z ` εs | Zq ď Lχ2

1
pεq.

Consequently, claim (ii) follows with C ě C2 “ 2?
π
. We may take C “ maxtC1, C2u.
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As d3{2{n Ñ 0, we may assume without loss of generality that n is large enough such that d ă n
holds. Consequently, noting that V is distributed uniformly among d-dimensional subspaces of Rn,
we have

}PV1n}22 “ nBeta
´d

2
,
n´ d

2

¯

,

in distribution; indeed this is easily seen by writing PV “ UUT for U P Rnˆd a matrix with
orthonormal columns, so that }PV1n}2{

?
n is distributed as the norm of the first d coordinates of

a vector uniformly distributed on the unit sphere of Rn. We recall the following standard result
that will also be used in the second part of the proof.

Fact 4.1. Let 1 ď d ă n be integers. Let B „ Beta
`

d
2 ,

n´d
2

˘

and Z „ χ2
n be independent. Then,

ZB „ χ2
d.

Let Zn „ χ2
n be independent of V. By eq. (49), it holds on En that

ˇ

ˇ2Λn,d ´ Zn
n }PV1n}22

ˇ

ˇ ď

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
2Λn,d ´ }PV1n}22

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ
` }PV1n}22

ˇ

ˇ1 ´ Zn
n

ˇ

ˇ ď C 1}PV1n}44 ` }PV1n}22

ˇ

ˇ1 ´ Zn
n

ˇ

ˇ .

For completeness, the required fourth moment estimate follows from the decomposition used in the
proof of Lemma 4.2. Put un “ n´1{21n and ρ “ }PVun}2. Then

PVun “ ρ2un ` ρ
a

1 ´ ρ2 θ,

where ρ2 „ Betapd{2, pn ´ dq{2q and θ is independent of ρ and uniform on the unit sphere of uK
n .

In particular, E θ21 “ 1{n, E θ41 ď 3{n2, and symmetry gives

E }PV1n}44 “ nE
´

ρ2 `
?
nρ

a

1 ´ ρ2 θ1

¯4

ď n
`

E ρ8 ` 6E ρ6 ` 3E ρ4
˘

À n

ˆ

d4

n4
`
d3

n3
`
d2

n2

˙

À
d2

n
.

Now, let α, β ą 0. It holds that

Pp
ˇ

ˇ2Λn,d ´ Zn
n }PV1n}22

ˇ

ˇ ą α ` βq ď PpEcnq ` Pp}PV1n}44 ą α{C 1q ` Pp}PV1n}22

ˇ

ˇ1 ´ Zn
n

ˇ

ˇ ą βq

ď PpEcnq `
C

α

d2

n
`
C

β2
d2

n
.

Above, C ą 0 denotes a sufficiently large universal constant. We used Markov’s inequality for the
first term and, for the second term, VarpZnq “ 2n and E }PV1n}42 “ ndpd ` 2q{pn ` 2q À d2 and
Chebyshev’s inequality. Fix ε ą 0. Put

αn “
2C

ε

d2

n
, β2n “

2C

ε

d2

n
, and δn “ αn ` βn.

Then,

P
´

ˇ

ˇ2Λn,d ´ Zn
n }PV1n}22

ˇ

ˇ ą δn

¯

ď PpEcnq ` ε. (50)

Now, observe that by Fact 4.1, Zn
n }PV1n}22 is distributed as χ2

d. Thus, if d ě 2, then by Lemma 4.4(i),

LZn
n }PV1n}22

pδnq “ Lχ2
d
pδnq À

δn
?
d

“
2C

ε

d3{2

n
`

c

2C

ε

c

d

n
ÝÑ 0.

48



If d “ 1, then by Lemma 4.4(ii),

LZn
n }PV1n}22

pδnq “ Lχ2
1
pδnq À

a

δn ÝÑ 0.

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

lim sup
nÑ8

dKS
`

2Λn,d, χ
2
d

˘

ď ε.

Now recall that ε ą 0 was arbitrary, and hence we obtain the result.

Claim (ii): Now assume that d3{2{n Û 0; equivalently lim supnÑ8 d3{2{n ą 0. First suppose
that d ě n along an infinite subsequence, relabeled by nk. Then Z P Rnkˆdnk has rank nk almost
surely, and hence Λnk,dnk

“ nk log 2 almost surely. Since the chi-square distribution is continuous,
its KS distance from any point mass is at least 1{2. Consequently,

lim sup
nÑ8

dKS
`

2Λn,d, χ
2
d

˘

ě
1

2
.

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

τn “
d3{2

n
Ñ τ P p0,8s,

d

n
Ñ ρ P r0, 1s.

Set rpδq “ hpδq ´ δ2

2 . Since rp0q “ r1p0q “ 0 and r2pδq “ δ2

1´δ2
ě δ2 for |δ| ď 1, an integration

argument yields

hpδq ě
δ2

2
`
δ4

12
, for |δ| ď 1.

Let δ P r´1, 1sn be a minimizer in eq. (47), which exists by compactness, and write δ “ ´PV1n ` s
where s P VK. Note that

}δ}22 “ }PV1n}22 ` }s}22 ě }PV1n}22.

Cauchy-Schwarz implies that }x}44 ě
}x}42
n for any x P Rn. Hence,

2Λn,d ě }δ}22 `
1

6
}δ}44 ě }δ}22 `

1

6n
}δ}42 ě }PV1n}22 `

1

6n
}PV1n}42, (51)

where the first inequality uses hpδiq ě δ2i {2 ` δ4i {12, the second uses }δ}44 ě }δ}42{n (Cauchy–

Schwarz), and the third uses }δ}22 ě }PV1n}22. Let κ “ 1
20 and an “ κd

2

n . Observe that if }PV1n}22 ě

d´ an, then by eq. (51),

2Λn,d ě d´ an `
pd´ anq2

6n
“ d`

´

p1 ´ κd{nq2

6
´ κ

¯d2

n
ě d` 2an.

The final inequality uses d ă n and κ “ 1{20. Hence, t}PV1n}22 ě d ´ anu Ă t2Λn,d ą d ` anu.
Thus,

dKS
`

2Λn,d, χ
2
d

˘

ě Ppχ2
d ď d` anq ´ Pp}PV1n}22 ă d´ anq. (52)

Now, suppose that ρ P p0, 1s. Then, for n large enough, d{n ě ρ{2. Using the fact that

}PV1n}22{n „ Betapd2 ,
pn´dq

2 q, we have E }PV1n}22 “ d, while Varp}PV1n}22q “
2dpn´dq

n`2 ď 2d. Hence
Chebyshev’s inequality yields

max
!

Pp}PV1n}22 ă d´ anq,Ppχ2
d ą d` anq

)

ď
maxtVarp}PV1n}22q,Varpχ2

dqu

a2n
—
n2

d3
À

1

ρ3n
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Combined with display eq. (52), we have dKS
`

2Λn,d, χ
2
d

˘

Ñ 1, along this subsequence.
Finally, suppose ρ “ 0 so that d{n Ñ 0 and necessarily d Ñ 8. We again introduce Zn „ χ2

n,
independent of V, and therefore, of }PV1n}22. Let us also define Tn “ Zn

n }PV1n}22, which by
Fact 4.1, has distribution χ2

d. The conclusion will follow from Slutsky’s theorem by combining

the convergence 1?
2d

`

}PV1n}22 ´ Tn
˘

Ñ 0 in probability with the convergence Tn´d?
2d

d
ÝÑ N p0, 1q in

distribution, which we establish in the following lines. Fix ε ą 0 and M ą 0. Then, observe that

P
´

ˇ

ˇ}PV1n}22 ´ Zn
n }PV1n}22

ˇ

ˇ

?
2d

ą ε
¯

ď P
`

}PV1n}22 ą Md
˘

` P
´

ˇ

ˇZn ´ n
ˇ

ˇ ą
nε

?
2

M
?
d

¯

ď
1

M
`
M2d

nε2
Ñ

1

M
, as n Ñ 8.

Since this holds for each M and ε ą 0, we have 1?
2d

p}PV1n}22 ´ Zn
n }PV1n}22q Ñ 0 in probability as

n Ñ 8. Additionally, we have by the central limit theorem, that

Zn
n }PV1n}22 ´ d

?
2d

d
“
χ2
d ´ d
?
2d

d
ÝÑ N p0, 1q ,

as n Ñ 8. By Slutsky’s theorem, we have
}PV1n}22´d

?
2d

d
ÝÑ N p0, 1q as n Ñ 8. Set

αn “
an

?
2d

“
κ

?
2

d3{2

n
“

κ
?
2
τn Ñ α P p0,8s.

Hence, as n Ñ 8, it holds that

Pp}PV1n}22 ă d´ anq “ P
´

}PV1n}22 ´ d
?
2d

ă ´αn

¯

Ñ

#

Φp´αq, α ă 8,

0, α “ 8,

On the other hand, by the central limit theorem, as n Ñ 8, it holds that

Ppχ2
d ď d` anq “ P

´χ2
d ´ d
?
2d

ď αn

¯

Ñ

#

Φpαq, α ă 8,

1, α “ 8.

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

lim inf
nÑ8

dKS
`

2Λn,d, χ
2
d

˘

ě

#

2Φpαq ´ 1, α ă 8,

1, α “ 8,

as n Ñ 8. This proves part (ii).

4.4.2 Remaining proofs

Proof (of Lemma 4.3) Let FU and FV denote the CDFs of U and V . Put A “ t|U ´ V | ą εu.
Then, the following inclusions hold on Ac, for any x P R:

tU ď xu Ă tV ď x` εu and tV ď x´ εu Ă tU ď xu.

Therefore, by a union bound on A,Ac, we have

FV px´ εq ´ PpAq ď FU pxq ď FV px` εq ` PpAq.
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Using maxtFV pxq ´ FV px´ εq, FV px` εq ´ FV pxqu ď LV pε{2q, we have

sup
xPR

|FU pxq ´ FV pxq| ď PpAq ` LV pε{2q,

as required.

Proof (of Fact 4.1) Write Z „ χ2
n as Z “ A`A1, with A „ χ2

d and A1 „ χ2
n´d, independent of A.

The ratio A{pA ` A1q „ Betapd2 ,
n´d
2 q is independent of the total A ` A1 „ χ2

n, and their product
is A „ χ2

d.
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A AI 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 OpenAI models up to GPT-5.4. These experiments provided no decisive mathematical AI
contribution that would warrant disclosure.

As an informal benchmark for current AI 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 ą 0 such
that, for any n ě 16 and any δ P p0, 1{es, it holds that

sup
x1,...,xnPR2

sup
θ‹PR2

Q1´δ

´

Λlog
n pθ‹;x1:n;Y1:nq

¯

ď C

ˆ

log log log n` log
1

δ

˙

.

Proof sketch Throughout the proof, C, c ą 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 Ă Rn with dimpW q ď 2, a vector v P W ,
and ε „ pv. Recall that

pvpεq “

n
ź

i“1

σpεiviq, ΓW pε; vq “ sup
wPW

log
pwpεq

pvpεq
.

We prove the moment bound

Eε„pv exp
`

ηΓW pε; vq
˘

ď Cp2 ` log lognqC (53)

for universal η ą 0 and n ě 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 ai “ |vi| and si “ signpviq, with si “ 1 when vi “ 0, and define

Bi “ 1tεi “ ´siu, qi “ σp´aiq P p0, 1{2s.

Thus Bi “ 1 means that the observed label goes against the more likely label, and the Bi are
independent with Bi „ Ber pqiq. Let

E “ ti : ai ą 2 log nu

be the set of large margin coordinates. Define

pEpbq “
ź

iPE
qbii p1 ´ qiq

1´bi , b P t0, 1u|E|,

pw,Epbq “
ź

iPE
σ
`

sip1 ´ 2biqwi
˘

,

ΓEpbq “ sup
wPW

log
pw,Epbq

pEpbq
.

Since every fitted mass is at most one, ΓEpbq ď ´ log pEpbq. Thus, for any fixed 0 ă η ă 1{2,

E exp
`

ηΓEpBEq
˘

ď
ÿ

bE

pEpbEq1´η “
ź

iPE

`

p1 ´ qiq
1´η ` q1´η

i

˘

ď C. (54)

Here the last inequality uses qi ď n´2 on E .
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The retained coordinates and their block likelihood ratios. Write R “ rnszE for the
retained coordinates. Let Icen “ ti P R : ai ď 1u and split the remaining coordinates into the
nonempty dyadic blocks ti P R : 2j ă ai ď 2j`1u, j ě 0. Enumerate all nonempty retained blocks
as I1, . . . , IH . Since ai ď 2 log n on R,

H ď Cp1 ` log lognq. (55)

Choose a linear map T : R2 Ñ W with range W ; then v ` Tu runs through W as u runs through
R2. For bIs P t0, 1u|Is|, define the likelihood ratio of block Is by

Lspu; bIsq “
ź

iPIs

σ
`

sip1 ´ 2biqpvi ` pTuqiq
˘

σ
`

sip1 ´ 2biqvi
˘ , ΓspbIsq “ sup

uPR2

logLspu; bIsq.

By subadditivity,

ΓW pε; vq ď ΓEpBEq ` sup
uPR2

H
ÿ

s“1

logLspu;BIsq. (56)

We first prove, uniformly for every retained block,

E exp
`

η0ΓspBIsq
˘

ď C, 1 ď s ď H, (57)

for universal constants η0, C ą 0, where the expectation is under the true block law.

The dyadic block bound. Consider a dyadic block with A ď ai ď 2A. The normalized space
#

ˆ

siwi
ai

˙

iPIs

: w P W

+

has dimension at most two and contains the constant vector 1. We may therefore write its elements
as α ` βti, with ti “ 0 in the case of rank one. Set

ωi “
ai
A

´ 1 P r0, 1s, yi “ Ap1 ´ α ´ βtiq, ℓipx; bq “ bx´ log
`

1 ´ qi ` qi exppxq
˘

.

Fix for now b P t0, 1u|Is|; later we take b “ BIs under the true block law. The block log likelihood
ratio at pα, βq is

ř

iPIs
ℓipp1 ` ωiqyi; biq. Since ℓip ¨ ; bq is concave and ℓip0; bq “ 0, we have

ℓipp1 ` ωiqy; bq ď ℓipy; bq ` ωiℓipy; bq.

Taking suprema gives

Γspbq ď Gp0q
s pbq `Gp1q

s pbq, Gp0q
s pbq “ sup

α,β

ÿ

iPIs

ℓipyi; biq, Gp1q
s pbq “ sup

α,β

ÿ

iPIs

ωiℓipyi; biq.

We bound G
p0q
s pbq using two likelihood ratios in dimension one, both covered by Corollary 3.1.

Reparameterize yi “ γ ` λti and set

P0 “
â

iPIs

Ber pqiq , Pγ,λ “
â

iPIs

Ber pqipγ, λqq ,

where

qipγ, λq “ σ

ˆ

log
qi

1 ´ qi
` γ ` λti

˙

.
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Also write
Npbq “

ÿ

iPIs

bi, Upbq “
ÿ

iPIs

tibi.

For the random vector B, write N “ NpBq and U “ UpBq. With this notation,

log
Pγ,λpbq

P0pbq
“

ÿ

iPIs

ℓipγ ` λti; biq, Gp0q
s pbq “ sup

γ,λ
log

Pγ,λpbq

P0pbq
.

Write m “ Npbq and suppose first that 0 ă m ă |Is|. For each λ, let γpλq be the unique intercept
for which EPγpλq,λ

N “ m; it is unique because the expected count increases continuously from 0 to
|Is| with γ. Direct differentiation shows that γpλq is the maximizing intercept. We compare this
law with the law obtained by varying only the intercept and having the same expected count. Let
pλ be a maximizer of λ ÞÑ logpPγpλq,λpbq{P0pbqq. Define

Q “ P
γppλq,pλ

, R “ Pγp0q,0, EQN “ ERN “ m.

Set

Gmpbq “ sup
γPR

log
Pγ,0pbq

P0pbq
“ log

Rpbq

P0pbq
,

Cmpbq “ sup
λPR

log
Pγpλq,λpb | N “ mq

P0pb | N “ mq

“ sup
λPR

pλUpbq ´ logEP0 rexppλUq | N “ msq .

The first quantity is the log likelihood ratio obtained by varying only the intercept. In the second,
conditioning onN “ 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 pλ gives
EQ U “ Upbq. Since logpdQ{dRq is affine in N and U , and EQN “ Npbq “ m, its value at b equals
its expectation under Q. Hence

log
Qpbq

Rpbq
“ DklpQ } Rq.

Moreover,

log
Qpbq

Rpbq
“ log

QpN “ mq

RpN “ mq
` log

Qpb | N “ mq

Rpb | N “ mq
.

Since Rp ¨ | N “ mq “ P0p ¨ | N “ mq, the definition of Cmpbq bounds the second term, and
therefore

DklpQ } Rq ď log
QpN “ mq

RpN “ mq
` Cmpbq.

Since N is a sum of independent Bernoulli variables with integer mean m under both Q and
R, the standard estimate [7, Theorem 1], together with the mode property [18, Theorem 4] and
Chebyshev’s inequality for the reverse bound, gives

QpN “ mq — p1 ` VarQpNqq´1{2, RpN “ mq — p1 ` VarRpNqq´1{2.

The atom bounds give

log
QpN “ mq

RpN “ mq
ď C `

1

2
log

1 ` VarRpNq

1 ` VarQpNq
, VarRpNq ď

3

2
VarQpNq ` 3DklpQ } Rq,
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where the second inequality follows by summing rp1 ´ rq ď 3
2pp1 ´ pq ` 3DklpBer ppq } Ber prqq.

Moreover, withK “ DklpQ } Rq, the variance bound gives p1`VarRpNqq{p1`VarQpNqq ď Cp1`Kq.
Consequently,

log
QpN “ mq

RpN “ mq
ď C `

1

2
DklpQ } Rq.

Since log Qpbq
P0pbq “ Gmpbq `DklpQ } Rq, the preceding bounds give

Gp0q
s pbq ď Gmpbq ` C ` 2Cmpbq. (58)

When m “ 0 or m “ |Is|, the family obtained by varying only the intercept has the same supremum
for the observed mass, and the conclusion holds with Cmpbq “ 0. We now take b “ B “ pBiqiPIs „

P0 and set
GN “ GNpBqpBq, CN “ CNpBqpBq.

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

PP0pGN ą tq ď 2 expp´tq, PP0pCN ą t | Nq ď 2 expp´tq.

Integrating these tails and applying Hölder’s inequality to the pointwise bound above gives

EP0 exp
`

ηGp0q
s pBq

˘

ď C

for a sufficiently small universal η ą 0.
For the weighted term, let Si „ Ber pωiq independently of B. Since

ř

iPIs
ωiℓipyi;Biq “

ES
ř

iPIs
Siℓipyi;Biq, moving the supremum through the expectation and applying Jensen’s in-

equality gives

exp
`

ηGp1q
s pBq

˘

ď ES exp

˜

η sup
α,β

ÿ

iPIs

Siℓipyi;Biq

¸

.

For fixed values of the variables Si, the supremum on the right is G
p0q
s on the selected coordinates

and is zero if no coordinate is selected. Hence the preceding bound for G
p0q
s gives

EB exp
`

ηGp1q
s pBq

˘

ď EB,S exp

˜

η sup
α,β

ÿ

iPIs

Siℓipyi;Biq

¸

ď C.

Thus Hölder’s inequality, with a smaller η if necessary, proves (57) for every dyadic block.

The central block bound. It remains to consider the central block Icen; the empty case is trivial,
so assume it is nonempty. Here |vi| ď 1. Let ri P R2 be the rows of T , so that pThqi “ xri, hy.
Returning to the original label encoding, set

ξi “ 1tεi “ 1u ´ σpviq, kipzq “ log
1 ` exppvi ` zq

1 ` exppviq
´ σpviqz.

Suppressing the observed labels from the notation, write

Γcen “ sup
hPR2

ÿ

iPIcen

pξixri, hy ´ kipxri, hyqq .
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It is standard to show that there is a universal κ ą 0 such that, uniformly for |vi| ď 1,

kipzq ě κz2 when |z| ď 1, DklpBer pσpvi ` zqq } Ber pσpviqqq ě κmintz2, 1u. (59)

Fix t ě 1 and consider the event t ď Γcen ă 2t. Let ph be a maximizer. The score equation gives

Γcen “
ÿ

iPIcen

DklpBer
´

σpvi ` xri,phyq

¯

} Ber pσpviqqq ă 2t,

and hence
ÿ

iPIcen

min
!

xri,phy2, 1
)

ď Ct.

Consider the deterministic set

At “

#

i P Icen : Dh P R2,
ÿ

jPIcen

min
␣

xrj , hy2, 1
(

ď Ct, |xri, hy| ě 1

+

.

We claim that |At| ď Cp1 ` tq. For each i P At, choose a corresponding hi and change its sign
and scale it toward zero so that xri, hiy “ 1, while

ř

jPIcen
min

␣

xrj , hiy
2, 1

(

ď Ct. Draw a directed
edge i Ñ j when i ‰ j and |xrj , hiy| ě 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|At|. The underlying graph
therefore has average degree at most Ct and an independent set of size at least |At|{pCt ` 1q.
On an independent set S, let M “ pxrj , hiyqj,iPS . 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 rankpMq ď 2,
| trpMq|2 ď rankpMq}M}2F, and hence

|S|2 “ | trpMq|2 ď 2
ÿ

i,jPS

xrj , hiy
2 ă 2|S| `

1

2
|S|p|S| ´ 1q,

so |S| ď 3, which proves the claimed bound.
For i P IcenzAt we have |xri,phy| ă 1. Thus, on this event, Γcen is at most the sum of the

unrestricted supremum over At and the supremum over IcenzAt subject to |xri, hy| ď 1 for all such
i. The unrestricted term is the likelihood ratio statistic on At 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
hPR2

ÿ

iPAt

pξixri, hy ´ kipxri, hyqq ě x

¸

ď Cp1 ` |At|q
2 expp´xq.

For the constrained supremum on the complement, let Πt be the orthogonal projection onto the
space

␣

pxri, hyqiPIcenzAt
: h P R2

(

,

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

sup
hPR2

|xri,hy|ď1, iPIcenzAt

ÿ

iPIcenzAt

pξixri, hy ´ kipxri, hyqq ď
1

4κ

›

›ΠtpξiqiPIcenzAt

›

›

2

2
.

Indeed, applying Hoeffding’s inequality to an orthonormal basis of the range of Πt and taking a
union bound shows that the right hand side has upper tail C expp´cxq. Together with |At| ď

Cp1 ` tq, this proves
Ppt ď Γcen ă 2tq ď Cp1 ` tq2 expp´ctq.
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Therefore, for sufficiently small universal η0 ą 0,

E exp
`

η0Γcen

˘

ď exppη0q `
ÿ

kě0

exp
`

2η02
k
˘

Pp2k ď Γcen ă 2k`1q ď C.

This proves (57) for the central block.

Aggregating the retained blocks. Below we write Lspuq “ Lspu;BIsq and Γs “ ΓspBIsq. Thus

Γret “ sup
uPR2

H
ÿ

s“1

logLspuq.

The direct bound Γret ď
řH
s“1 Γs is of order H, whereas we need order logpH ` 1q. 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 ě 1, fix R ą 0, and define BR “
␣

u P R2 : }u}2 ď R
(

.
For P Ă t1, . . . ,Hu, set L∅ ” 1 and define

LP puq “
ź

sPP

Lspuq, ΓP,R “ max
uPBR

logLP puq, IP,R “

ż

BR

LP puq du,

and
KP,R “ tu P BR : logLP puq ě ΓP,R ´ 1u .

Thus ΓP,R is the maximum block log likelihood ratio on the ball, while IP,R is the corresponding
integrated likelihood ratio. We now compare the integral with the area of KP,R. The lower bound
follows by integrating over this set. Let uP,R P BR be a maximizer in the definition of ΓP,R.
Concavity of logLP p¨q gives, for every t ě 1,

tu P BR : ΓP,R ´ logLP puq ď tu Ă uP,R ` t pKP,R ´ uP,Rq .

Consequently, we have

expp´ΓP,RqIP,R “

ż 8

0
expp´tq area ptu P BR : ΓP,R ´ logLP puq ď tuq dt — areapKP,Rq.

We next measure the gap between maximizing the blocks separately over R2 and maximizing
them jointly with one common parameter on BR. Define this gap by

∆R “

H
ÿ

s“1

Γs ´ Γt1,...,Hu,R.

The set on which no individual block loses more than ∆R ` 1 is

Cs “ tu P BR : Γs ´ logLspuq ď ∆R ` 1u , C “

H
č

s“1

Cs.
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Each term Γs ´ logLspuq is nonnegative. Since

H
ÿ

s“1

pΓs ´ logLspuqq “ ∆R ` Γt1,...,Hu,R ´

H
ÿ

s“1

logLspuq,

we have

Kt1,...,Hu,R Ă C Ă

#

u P BR :
H
ÿ

s“1

logLspuq ě Γt1,...,Hu,R ´Hp∆R ` 1q

+

.

The preceding area comparison therefore gives

areapCq ď CpH ` 1q2p∆R ` 1q2 areapKt1,...,Hu,Rq.

Each Cs is compact and convex. Moreover, Kt1,...,Hu,R Ă C has positive area by continuity. Applying

the planar quantitative Helly theorem [8] pathwise gives a set pP Ă t1, . . . ,Hu, which may depend
on the observations, such that 1 ď | pP | ď 4 and

area

¨

˝

č

sP pP

Cs

˛

‚ď C areapCq.

Moreover, we have

ÿ

sP pP

Γs ´ Γ
pP ,R

“ min
uPBR

$

&

%

ÿ

sP pP

pΓs ´ logLspuqq

,

.

-

ď min
uPBR

#

H
ÿ

s“1

pΓs ´ logLspuqq

+

“ ∆R.

It follows that K
pP ,R

Ă
Ş

sP pP
Cs. Using the area comparison once again gives

expp´Γ
pP ,R

qI
pP ,R

expp´Γt1,...,Hu,RqIt1,...,Hu,R
ď CpH ` 1q2p∆R ` 1q2.

To avoid conditioning on the set pP , which depends on the data, let P be the fixed family of all
nonempty subsets of t1, . . . ,Hu with at most four elements:

P “ tP Ă t1, . . . ,Hu : 1 ď |P | ď 4u .

In particular, |P| ď CpH ` 1q4. For P P P, Fubini’s theorem, block independence, and conditional
Jensen’s inequality give, for 0 ă r ď 1,

E

„

It1,...,Hu,R

IP,R

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

pBIsqsPP

ȷ

“
1

IP,R

ż

BR

LP puqELt1,...,HuzP puq du “ 1,

E

„ˆ

It1,...,Hu,R

IP,R

˙r ˇ
ˇ

ˇ

ˇ

pBIsqsPP

ȷ

ď 1.

Here IP,R 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

exppΓt1,...,Hu,Rq ď CpH ` 1q2p∆R ` 1q2max
PPP

exppΓP,Rq
It1,...,Hu,R

IP,R
.
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Choose a fixed 0 ă η ď mintη0{2, 1{4u. For every fixed P P P, the conditional bound above,
block independence, and (57) give

E

«

expp2ηΓP,Rq

ˆ

It1,...,Hu,R

IP,R

˙2η
ff

ď E exp

˜

2η
ÿ

sPP

Γs

¸

ď C.

Also, (57) gives EΓs ď C, and 0 ď ∆R ď
řH
s“1 Γs. Since 4η ď 1, concavity gives

Ep∆R ` 1q4η ď CpH ` 1q4η.

Using the Cauchy–Schwarz inequality and EmaxPPP ZP ď
ř

PPP EZP for nonnegative ZP gives

E exppηΓt1,...,Hu,Rq ď CpH ` 1q2η
`

Ep∆R ` 1q4η
˘1{2

˜

ÿ

PPP
E

«

expp2ηΓP,Rq

ˆ

It1,...,Hu,R

IP,R

˙2η
ff¸1{2

ď CpH ` 1q4η|P|1{2 ď CpH ` 1q4η`2.

The last bound does not depend on R. Since Γt1,...,Hu,R Ñ Γret as R Ñ 8, monotone convergence
gives the same moment bound for Γret. Combining it with (54) through (56), and applying Hölder’s
inequality after decreasing η if necessary, proves (53). Markov’s inequality then gives

Q1´δ

`

ΓW pε; vq
˘

ď C

ˆ

logpH ` 2q ` log
1

δ

˙

ď C

ˆ

log log log n` log
1

δ

˙

.

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 logp1{δq.

Corollary A.1 (Worst case quantile lower bound in dimension two). There exists a constant c ą 0
such that, for any n ě 16 and any δ P p0, 1{p16e2qs, it holds that

sup
x1,...,xnPR2

sup
θ‹PR2

Q1´δ

´

Λlog
n pθ‹;x1:n;Y1:nq

¯

ě c

ˆ

log log log n` log
1

δ

˙

.

Proof sketch For all sufficiently large n, the proof of Proposition 4.1 gives a two-dimensional
subspace W Ă Rn and a vector v P W such that

Pε„pv

ˆ

ΓW pε; vq ě
1

2
log log log n

˙

ě
1

8e2
.

Thus, by Lemma 2.1, there are design vectors and a target parameter for which the likelihood
ratio is at least 1

2 log log log n with probability at least 1{p8e2q ą δ. Its p1 ´ δq quantile has the
same lower bound. The term logp1{δq 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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Full prompt for Theorem A.1, GPT-5.6-Sol Pro, July 2026

Let

\[

\sigma(t)=\frac1{1+e^{-t}}.

\]

For an integer \(n\ge1\), 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 W}\log\frac{p_w(y)}{p_v(y)}

=\sup_{w\in W}\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 \(0<\delta<1\), and

\(Y\sim p_v\),

\[

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

C\left(\log\log\log n+\log\frac1\delta\right)\right\}\le\delta .

\]

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

\(\log\log\log n\ge1\). 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 \(a_i=|v_i|\). 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)]}\le C

\]

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

\[

Q(h)=\sum_i\min\{z_i(h)^2,1\}.

\]

On a shell \(s\le\Gamma<2s\), the ridge/KL identity gives

\(Q(h_\varepsilon)\le Cs\). For \(u\ge1\), prove by planar rank-two packing

\[

\#\{i:\exists h,\ Q(h)\le u,\ |z_i(h)|\ge1\}=O(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 \(|P|\le4\) with

\[

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

\]
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