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Binary Hypothesis Testing for Softmax Models and Leverage Score
Models
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Abstract

Softmax distributions are widely used in machine learning, including Large Language Models
(LLMs) where the attention unit uses softmax distributions. We abstract the attention unit as
the softmax model, where given a vector input, the model produces an output drawn from the
softmax distribution (which depends on the vector input). We consider the fundamental problem
of binary hypothesis testing in the setting of softmax models. That is, given an unknown softmax
model, which is known to be one of the two given softmax models, how many queries are needed
to determine which one is the truth? We show that the sample complexity is asymptotically
O(e72) where € is a certain distance between the parameters of the models.

Furthermore, we draw analogy between the softmax model and the leverage score model,
an important tool for algorithm design in linear algebra and graph theory. The leverage score
model, on a high level, is a model which, given vector input, produces an output drawn from a
distribution dependent on the input. We obtain similar results for the binary hypothesis testing
problem for leverage score models.
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1 Introduction

In transforming various aspects of people’s lives, Large Language Models (LLMs) have exhibited
tremendous potential. In recent years, numerous content learning and LLMs have been developed,
including notable models such as Adobe firefly, Microsoft 365 Copilot [Spa23], Adobe Photoshop,
and Google’s Meena chatbot [Rat20], along with the GPT series and others [RNST18, RWC*19,
DCLT18, RWC™19, YDY 19, BMR ™20, BMR*20, Cha22, Ope23]. These models, together with
those built upon them, have demonstrated significant prowess across diverse fields.

The robustness and vitality of their development are attested to by the widespread integration
of LLMs. In the realm of Natural Language Processing (NLP), evaluations by [LBL22, LBR ™23,
CPK ™23, BCL™23] center around natural language understanding, while [WLJ*23, QZZ 23, PD23,
CHBP23, CWJ'23] delve into natural language generation. LLMs have found applications in di-
verse fields, including both social science and science [GGL123, DGG23, Fer23, NKL 23], medical
applications [CLBBJ23, JGP123], and engineering [PMM™*23, SM*23, BCE*23, LXWZ23], show-
casing their potent capabilities.

A consistent theme among these models is the adoption of the transformer architecture, a proven
and highly efficient framework. The prevailing prevalence of models like ChatGPT [Ope23] further
underscores the transformative impact of this architecture.

However, there is a crucial problem with large language models: their training costs and uncer-
tainty regarding their inference ability in different parts of the whole. Understanding how different
domains work is important in retrieval argument generation (RAG) [SWWT23, ZB24, S724], as
well as sparsity for large language models by identifying the ability domain in the model which are
important in solving the problem above. Then a question arose.

Can we distinguish different ability parts of Large Language Models by limited parameters
sampling?

We give an initial step to the question from the theoretical perspective. As we delve deeper into
large language models, softmax mechanism plays an important role in the computation of self-
attention. But how the self-attention mechanism works, why it dedicates a lot to impressive ability
in large language models, and what role it plays is still undiscovered.

So in this work, we want to explore the mechanism of softmax distribution from a binary
hypothesis testing perspective. By delving into the intricacies of the softmax formulation, we
explore which parameters are important by explaining how the softmax can be distinguished from
each other. By delving into this idea, we can determine how many parameters are important in
the inference of transformers [VSP+17].

In continuation of the paper and drawing upon a formulation similar to softmax, we also direct
our attention to the distribution of leverage scores. Much like softmax, the leverage score is a
distribution parameterized by a matrix. Both softmax and leverage score can be treated as func-
tions of distribution within this context. Importantly, resembling softmax, leverage score assumes
significance across various fields.

Leverage scores have demonstrated their significant utility in both linear algebra and graph
theory. In the field of graph theory, researchers have extensively explored the application of leverage
scores in various areas such as the generation of random spanning trees [Sch18], max-flow problems
[DS08, Mad13, Mad16, LS20], maximum matching [vdBLNT20, L.SZ20], and graph sparsification
[SS08a]. Many studies have delved into the deep exploration of leverage scores, showcasing their
effectiveness in optimization tasks such as linear programming [L.S14, vdBLSS20], cutting-plane
methods [Vai89, LSW15, JLSW20], semi-definite programming [JKL*20], and the approximation



of the John Ellipsoid [CCLY19]. These applications underscore the importance of leverage scores
in the context of theory of computer science and linear algebra.

Based on the analysis provided, both the leverage score and softmax computation are parame-
terized by a single matrix. Given the significance of the application of softmax and computation,
understanding the influence on parameter behavior becomes crucial. Hence, we delve into this
inquiry by differentiating the model through parameter sampling and discussing how the number
of samples affects the distinguishing ability. Our formal problem definition is now presented.

A softmax model is parameterized by a matrix A € R™*? and denoted SoftMax,. Given
r € R? the model outputs an element i € [n] with probability p; = (exp(Az),1,) ! exp(Ax);.
In the binary hypothesis testing problem, we are given access to a softmax model which is either
SoftMax 4 or SoftMaxp. We have query access to the model, that is, we can feed the model an input
z € R?, and it will produce an output. The goal is to determine whether the model is SoftMax
or SoftMaxp, using the fewest number of queries possible.

We can similarly define the question for leverage score models. A leverage score model is
parameterized by a matrix A € R™ ¢ and denoted Leverage,. Given input s € (R\0)", the
model returns an element i € [n] with probability p; = (As(A] As)"*A]);./d, where A; = S71A,
and S = Diag(s) is the diagonal matrix with diagonal s. We define the binary hypothesis testing
problem for leverage score models similarly to the softmax case.

1.1 Main Result

We now state informal versions of our main results.

Theorem 1.1 (Informal statement for softmax models). Consider the binary hypothesis testing
problem with two softmax models SoftMax4 and SoftMaxpg.

(Lower bound) If || B — All2—00 < €, then any successful algorithm uses Q(e~2) queries.

(Upper bound) If B = A+€eM for some small € then the hypothesis testing problem can be solved
in O(e~2v) queries, where v depends on A and M.

See Theorem 3.2 and Theorem 3.5 for formal statements.

Theorem 1.2 (Informal statement for leverage score models). Consider the binary hypothesis
testing problem with two leverage score models Leverage , and Leveragep.

(Lower bound) If 3=, e ||BZT*BZ* - AZ*AZ"*HOP < ¢, then any successful algorithm uses Q(e™1)
queries.

(Upper bound) If B = A+eM for some small € then the hypothesis testing problem can be solved
in O(e~2v) queries, where v depends on A and M.

See Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 4.3 for formal statements.

1.2 Related Work

Theoretical Large Language Models (LLMs) Several investigations [CLMY21, LLH"23,
RYW™19, HM19] have concentrated on theoretical analyses concerning LLMs.

The algorithm presented by [CLMY21], named ZO-BCD, introduces a novel approach charac-
terized by advantageous overall query complexity and reduced computational complexity in each it-
eration. The work by [LLH'23] introduces Sophia, a straightforward yet scalable second-order opti-
mizer. Sophia demonstrates adaptability to curvature variations across different parameter regions,
a feature particularly advantageous for language modeling tasks with strong heterogeneity. Impor-
tantly, the runtime bounds of Sophia are independent of the condition number of the loss function.



Studies by [WWZ122, L121, DDH"21, BYKS22, HBKG23, XQP22] investigate the knowledge
and skills of LLMs. In the realm of optimization for LLMs, [KMH*20, CLMY21, RSM*23, LLH" 23]
have delved into this domain.

Demonstrating the effectiveness of pre-trained models in localizing knowledge within their feed-
forward layers, both [HBKG23] and [MBAB22| contribute valuable insights to the field. The
exploration of distinct ”skill” neurons and their significance in soft prompt-tuning for language
models is a central theme in the analysis conducted by [WWZ*22], building upon the groundwork
laid out in a prior discussion by [LL21]. The activation of skill neurons and their correlation with
the expression of relevant facts is a focal point in the research presented by [DDH™21], particularly
in the context of BERT. In contrast, the work of [BYKS22] takes an entirely unsupervised approach,
leveraging the internal activations of a language model to extract latent knowledge. Lastly, the
investigation by [LYB™22] sheds light on the sparsity observed in feedforward activations of large
trained transformers, uncovering noteworthy patterns in their behavior. In addition to the above,
[MGN*23, DLMS23, ZHL 23] explore Zero-th order algorithms for LLMs.

Softmax Computation and Regression Softmax computation, a crucial element in attention
computation [VSPT17], plays a pivotal role in the development of large language models. Several
studies [AS23, BSZ23, LSZ 23, DMS23] delve into the efficiency of softmax computation.

To improve computational efficiency, [AS23] presents a quicker attention computation algorithm
utilizing implicit matrices. Similarly, [BSZ23| utilizes lazy updates to speed up dynamic compu-
tation, while [DMS23] employs a randomized algorithm for similar efficiency gains. Conversely,
[LSZ*23] utilizes an approximate Newton method that operates in nearly linear time.

[GMS23] centers on the convergence of overparameterized two-layer networks with exponential
activation functions, whereas [DLS23, LSZ"23] explore regression analysis within the framework of
attention computation. All of these studies specifically focus on softmax-based regression problems.

Leverage Scores Given A € R"*? and i € [n], a; represents the i-th row of matrix A. We use
0:(A) = a (AT A)Ta; to denote the leverage score for the i-th row of matrix A. The concept of
leverage score finds extensive applications in the domains of machine learning and linear algebra.
In numerical linear algebra and graph theory, leverage scores serve as fundamental tools.

In the context of matrices, both the tensor CURT decomposition [SWZ19] and the matrix CUR
decomposition [BW14, SWZ17, SWZ19] heavily rely on leverage scores. In optimization, areas
such as linear programming [L.S14, vdBLSS20], the approximation of the John Ellipsoid [CCLY19],
cutting-plane methods [Vai89, LSW15, JLSW20], and semi-definite programming [JKL*20] incor-
porate leverage scores.

Within graph theory applications, leverage scores play a crucial role in max-flow problems [DS08,
Mad13, Mad16, LS20], maximum matching [vdBLN'20, LSZ20], graph sparsification [SS08a], and
the generation of random spanning trees [Sch18].

Several studies, such as [SS08b, DMIMW12, CW13], focus on the approximation of leverage
scores. Simultaneously, Lewis weights, serving as a generalization of leverage scores, are explored
in depth by [BLM89, CP15].

Hypothesis Testing Hypothesis testing is a central problem in statistics. In hypothesis testing,
two (or more) hypotheses about the truth are given and an algorithm needs to distinguish which
hypothesis is true.

The most classic testing problem is the binary hypothesis testing. In this problem, two distri-
butions Py and P; are given, and there is an unknown distribution P which is either Py or P;. The



goal is to distinguish whether P = Py or P = P; by drawing samples from P. This problem is
well-studied, with [NP33] giving tight characterization of the possible error regions in terms of the
likelihood ratio. It is known that the asymptotic sample complexity of binary hypothesis testing for
distributions is given by ©(H ~2(Py, P;)), where H denotes the Hellinger distance, see e.g., [PW23].

There are other important kinds of hypothesis testing problems. In the goodness-of-fit testing
problem, a distribution @) is given, and there is an unknown distribution P which is known to be
either equal to @ or far away from (). The goal is to distinguish which is the true by drawing
samples from P. In the two-sample testing problem, two unknown distributions P and ) are
given, and it is known that either P = Q or P and () are far away from each other. The goal
is to distinguish which is true by drawing samples from P and ). For these problems there are
no simple general characterization as in the binary hypothesis testing. However, for reasonable
classes of distributions such as Gaussian distributions or distributions on discrete spaces, a lot of
nice results are known [Ing87, Ing82, GR11, VV17, CDVV14, ACPS18, LY19].

We are not aware of any previous work that study hypothesis testing problems for the class of
softmax models or leverage score models.

1.3 Roadmap

In Section 2, we introduce notations, basic definitions, and concepts relevant to information theory
and hypothesis testing. Our results are presented in Section 3 and Section 4. Specifically, Section 3
establishes upper and lower bounds on the sample complexity for distinguishing two different soft-
max models, while Section 4 delves into the case of leverage scores. We conclude and make further
discussions in Section 5.

2 Preliminaries

Notations Given z € R", we use ||z||, to denote ¢, norm of =, where |z|lo = > i, L(x; # 0),
lally 1= S0 Jai] (61 morm), flalls i= (20, #2)/2 (€ norm), and [l2]a := maxic g 1] (s noTm).
For a square matrix, tr[A] is used to represent the trace of A. Given 1 < p < oo and 1 < ¢ < o0,
|Al|p—q represents the p-to-¢g operator norm

HA”p—>q: sup HAﬂf”q'

:f|z|p<1

In particular, [|All2—00 = maxjefy,) [|Aixl[2- For z € R", let Diag(x) € R™ " denote the diagonal
matrix with diagonal z. For square matrix A € R"*" let diag(A) € R™ denote the diagonal of
A. For a non-negative integer n, let [n] denote the set {1,...,n}. For a sequence Xi,..., X, of
random variables, we use X™ to denote the whole sequence (X1,...,Xn).

2.1 Information Theory

Definition 2.1 (TV distance). For two distribution P,Q on the same measurable space, their total
variation (TV) distance is

V(P,Q) = 5 [ 1P - Q).

In particular, if P and Q are on the discrete space [n] and P = (p1,...,pn), Q@ = (q1,.--,qn), then

1 n
V(P,Q)) =5 > Ipi — ail-
i=1



Definition 2.2 (Hellinger distance). For two distributions P,Q on the same measurable space,
their squared Hellinger distance is

1
H(P.Q) = 5 [ (VP(do) - V).

In particular, if P and Q are on the discrete space [n] and P = (p1,...,pn), Q@ = (q1,.--,qn), then

HA(P,Q) = 5 Y (VA — Vi =1- Y VAT
=1

i=1
The Hellinger distance H(P,Q) is the square root of the squared Hellinger distance H*(P, Q).

We recall the following relationship between the Hellinger distance and the TV distance. For
any distributions P, Q on the same space, we have

H*(P,Q) < TV(P,Q) < V2H(P,Q).

Definition 2.3 (Expectation and variance). Let P be a distribution on a measurable space X and
f be a continuous function on X. Then Ep[f] is the expectation of f under P and Varp(f) is the
variance of f under P.

In particular, if X = [n], P = (p1,...,pn) € R, and © € R™, then

Elz] = ;pi:ﬂi,
Varp(z) = Zp,(m - IIEDZ[JJ])2
i=1

2.2 Hypothesis Testing

We review the classic hypothesis testing problem for distributions.

Definition 2.4 (Binary hypothesis testing for distributions). Let Py, Py be two distributions on
the same space. We have sample access to a distribution P, which is known to be either Py or P;.
The goal is to determine whether P = Py or P = Pj, using as few samples as possible. We say an
algorithm successfully distinguishes Py and Py is at least 2/3 under both hypotheses.

In the above definition, the constant 2/3 can be replaced by any constant > 1/2, and the
asymptotic sample complexity of the binary hypothesis testing problem does not change. The
reason is that if we have an algorithm that achieves success probability § > %, then we can run it
independently a constant number of times and take the majority of the outputs. In this way we
can boost the success probability to an arbitrarily high constant.

A classic result in information theory states that the sample complexity of the binary hypothesis
testing problem is determined by the Hellinger distance.

Lemma 2.5 (e.g., [PW23]). The sample complexity of the binary hypothesis testing problem for
distributions is ©(H 2(Py, P1)). That is, there is an algorithm that solves the problem using
O(H™2(Py, P1)) queries, and any algorithm that solves the problem uses Q(H2(Py, Py)) queries.



2.3 Softmax Model

Definition 2.6 (Softmax model). The softmax model SoftMax associated with A € R™*? is q
model such that on input © € R?, it outputs a sample y € [n] from the distribution SoftMax(x),
defined as follows: the probability mass of i € [n] is equal to {exp(Az),1,) ' exp(Ax);.

We can verify that Y7 (exp(Az),1,) texp(Az); = 1, so the above definition gives a valid
distribution.

Definition 2.7 (Binary hypothesis testing for softmax models). Let A, B € R"*% be two matrices.
Let Py = SoftMaxy, P, = SoftMaxp be two softmazx models. Let P be the softmaxr model which is
either Py or Pi. In each query, we can feed x € R? into P, and retrieve a sample y € [n] from
P(x). The goal is to determine whether the model P is Py or Py in as few samples as possible. We
say an algorithm successfully distinguishes Py and Py, if the correctness probability is at least 2/3
under both hypotheses.

The above definition is valid. However, if we make no restrictions on the input x, then there
would be undesirable consequences. For example, suppose n = 2, d =1, A = [S], B = [ﬂ for

some very small € > 0. Because A and B are close to each other, we should expect it to be difficult
to distinguish SoftMaxy and SoftMaxp. However, if we allow any = € R? as input, then we could
take x to be a very large real number. Then SoftMax(x) has almost all mass on 1 € [n], while
SoftMaxp(z) has almost all mass on 2 € [n], and we can distinguish the two models using only one
query. To avoid this peculiarity, we make the assumption that there is an energy constraint on .

Definition 2.8 (Energy constraint for softmax model). We assume that there is an energy con-
straint, that is, input x € R"™ should satisfy ||x||2 < E, for some given constant E.

The energy constraint is a reasonable assumption in the context of LLMs and more generally
neural networks, because of the widely used batch normalization technique [IS15].

2.4 Leverage Score Model

Definition 2.9 (Leverage score model). The leverage score model Leverage, associated with
A € R™ js a model such that on input s € (R\0)", it outputs a sample y € [n] from the distribution
Leverage 4(s), defined as follows: the probability mass of i € [n] is equal to

”(A;FAS)_l/z(AS)*,i”%/d = (AS(A;FAS)_lA;r)i,i/da
where As = S7LA, and S = Diag(s).

Definition 2.10 (Binary hypothesis testing for leverage score model). Let A, B € R™*% be two
matrices. Let Py = Leverage,, Pi = Leveragep be two leverage score models. Let P be the
leverage score model which is either Py or Py. In each query, we can feed s € (R\0)"™ into P, and
retrieve a sample y € [n] from P(s). The goal is to determine whether the model P is Py or Py
i as few samples as possible. We say an algorithm successfully distinguishes Py and Py, if the
correctness probability is at least 2/3 under both hypotheses.

Similar to the softmax model case, if we do not put any restrictions on s, then there will be

certain weird behavior. For example, if we taken =2, d=1, A = (1) and B = [1] for some small

€ > 0. Because A and B are close to each other, we should expect it to be difficult to distinguish



Leverage, and Leveragep. However, if we allow any s € (R\0)" as input, then we can take
s = [1 5] for some very small 6 > 0. In this way, we can verify that Leverage 4(s) has all mass on
1 € [n], while Leveragep(s) has almost all mass on 2 € [n]. So we can distinguish the two models
using only one query. To avoid such cases we put additional constraints on s.

Definition 2.11 (Constraint for leverage score model). We assume that input s € (R\0)? should
satisfy the constraint such that ¢ < s2 < C for some given constants 0 < ¢ < C.

3 Softmax Model

3.1 General Result

We first prove a general result which relates the binary hypothesis testing problem with Hellinger
distance.

Theorem 3.1. Let A, B € R"*? be two matrices. Consider the binary hypothesis testing problem of
distinguishing SoftMax4 and SoftMaxp using energy-constrained queries (Definition 2.8). Define
8 = SUDPg. |||, <p H (SoftMax4(w), SoftMaxp(w)). Then the sample complezity of the binary hypoth-
esis testing problem is ©(672). That is, there is an algorithm that successfully solves the problem
using O(0=2) energy-constrained queries, and any algorithm that successfully solves the problem
uses Q(672) energy-constrained queries.

Proof of Theorem 3.1 is deferred to Appendix A.1.

3.2 Lower Bound

The goal of this section is to prove the following lower bound for binary hypothesis testing for
softmax models.

Theorem 3.2 (Lower bound). If two softmazx models (Definition 2.6) with parameters A € R™*%
and B € R™% satisfy ||A — Blla—seo < € (i.e., maxcin] [|[Aj« — Bj«ll2 <€), then any algorithm
with energy constraint E that distinguishes the two models with success probability > % uses at least
Qe 2E~2) samples.

Before giving the proof of Theorem 3.2, we state a useful lemma.

Lemma 3.3. Let a,b € R™ be such that ||a — b||coc < €. Let P be the distribution on [n] with
pi = exp(a;)/{exp(a), 1,). Let Q be the distribution on [n] with q; = exp(b;)/(exp(b),1,). Then

Hz(Pv Q) = 0(62)
TV(P,Q) = O(e).

Proof of Lemma 3.3 is deferred to Appendix A.2.

Corollary 3.4. If matrices A € R"*¢ B € R™*? satisfy maxXjen [|Aj« — Bj«ll2 < €, then for any
r € RY, the distributions P = SoftMax4(x) and Q = SoftMaxp(x) satisfy

H*(P,Q) = O(¢’||z[13),

TV(P,Q) = O(el|z(]2)-



Proof. For any © € R", we have

|Az — Bz|loo = max|A;.x — Bj .|
j€ln]

IN

max ||A; . — B; x
e [ 4. = By el

IN

€|z
The result then follows from Lemma 3.3. O

Proof of Theorem 3.2. By Corollary 3.4, for any ||z||2 < F, we have H?(SoftMax4(x), SoftMaxp(z))
O(e?E?). Therefore § in the statement of Theorem 3.1 satisfies 62 = O(e2E?). Applying Theo-
rem 3.1 we finish the proof. O

3.3 Upper Bound

In the previous section we established an Q(¢~2) lower bound for solving the hypothesis testing
problem for the softmax model. The upper bound is more subtle. Let us discuss a few difficulties
in establishing the upper bound.

Let A,B € R"*¢ be parameters of the softmax models, z € R? be the input vector, P =

SoftMax4(x) = (p1,...,Pn), @ = SoftMaxp(z) = (q1,-.-,qn)-
Firstly, two different matrices A and B could give rise to the same softmax model. If B =
A+ 1w for some w € R?, then for any = € R?, we have

G = exp(Bzx);
' (exp(Br), 1n)
_ exp(Az); exp(w ' z)
(exp(Az) exp(w'x),1,)
_ exp(Az);
(exp(Az), 1n)
= Di

for all i € [d]. Therefore in this case SoftMax(z) = SoftMaxp(z) for all x € R? and it is impossible
to distinguish the two models. This issue may be resolved by adding additional assumptions such
as1)A=1)B.

A more important issue is that A and B may differ only in rows with very small probability
weight under any input x. For example, suppose A is the zero matrix, and B differ with A only in
the first row. For any 2 € R?, the distribution SoftMax4(z) is the uniform distribution on [d]. If
| B1« — A1«||2 = €, then for any x with ||z||2 < E, we have

_ exp(Ba),

exp(—eF) < oxp (A7),

< exp(eF).

A simple calculation shows that in this case,
H*(P,Q) = O(*E? /n).

So the sample complexity of any hypothesis testing algorithm is at least Q(n/(e2E?)), which grows
with n. This shows that the sample complexity may depend on n.

Nevertheless, using Theorem 3.1, we show a local upper bound, which says that for fixed A
and fixed direction M, there is an algorithm that distinguishes SoftMax4 and SoftMax 4.y using
O(e72) queries, for small enough € > 0.



Theorem 3.5. Fiz A, M € R™? where |M|j2—00 = O(1). For ¢ > 0, define B = A+ eM. We
consider the binary hypothesis testing problem with SoftMax4 and SoftMaxp,, for small €. Let
V = SUDy. ¢|lo<E VarSOftMaXA(m)(Mx). Then for € > 0 small enough, there is an algorithm that uses
O(e~2v™1) energy-constrained queries and distinguishes between SoftMax, and SoftMaxp, .

Proof of Theorem 3.5 is deferred to Appendix A.3.
From Theorem 3.5 we see that it is an interesting problem to bound v = sup,.|.,< £ Varsostmax 4 (z) (Mz)
for fixed A, M € R™*?, For different A and M the value of v can be quite different. For example, if
A is the all zero matrix and M is zero except for row 1 (and ||M 200 = O(1)), then v = O(E?/n)
for any ||z|]2 < E.
On the other hand, if A is the zero matrix, and the first column M are i.i.d. Gaussian N/ (0, ©(1)),
then with high probability, v = Q(E?) for z = (E,0,...,0).
We remark that Theorem 3.5 is in fact tight. We have a matching lower bound.

Theorem 3.6. Work under the same setting as Theorem 3.5. For ¢ > 0 small enough, any algo-
rithm that distinguishes between SoftMax4 and SoftMaxp, must use Q(e~2v~1) energy-constrained
queries.

Proof. The proof is by combining the proof of Theorem 3.5 and Theorem 3.1. We omit the details.
O

4 Leverage Score Model

4.1 General Result

We first prove a general result which is the leverage score version of Theorem 3.1.

Theorem 4.1. Let A, B € R™*% be two matrices. Consider the binary hypothesis testing problem
of distinguishing Leverage , and Leveragep using constrained queries (Definition 2.11). Define
J= supszc<slg<cwH(LeverageA(s),LeverageB(s)). Then the sample complezity of the binary hy-
pothesis testing problem is ©(62). That is, there is an algorithm that successfully solves the problem
using O(6~2) energy-constrained queries, and any algorithm that successfully solves the problem uses
Q(072) energy-constrained queries.

Proof. The proof is similar to Theorem 3.1 and omitted. U

4.2 Lower Bound

The goal of this section is to prove the following lower bound for binary hypothesis testing for
leverage score models.

Theorem 4.2. Consider two leverage score model Leverage 4, and Leveragep. Assume that there
exists 6 > 0 such that AT A > 6I. If

> IBLBiw— Al Aiullop < €

i€[n]

(where ||-||op denotes the 2-to-2 operator norm), then any algorithm that solves the binary hypothesis
testing problem takes at least Q(cd/(Ce)) constrained queries.
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Proof. Let P = Leverage,(s) = (p1,...,pn) and Q) = Leverageg(s) = (q1,--.,qn)-

By Theorem 4.1, it suffices to prove that H?(P, Q) = O(eC/(c6)).

We first consider the case where A and B differ in exactly one row i. Fix s € R with ¢ < 5; <C
for all j € [n].

Let A; = S71A and B; = S7!B, where S = Diag(s).

Because AT A = 61, we have

AlA, = @/0)- 1.
Because HBZT*BH - AZ-T’*AZ-,*HOp < €, we have
—6;C/0A] Ay 2 BBy, — Al Ai . 2 6CJ0A] A

Recall that A and B differ in exactly one row i. Therefore

JATA, < BIB, < 1+ C)al a, (1)

_ <«

1
( cd

For j # i, we have

g = 55 Bj«(B{ Bs)"'(BT)./d
= tr[s;2(B").;Bj«(B, Bs)~']/d
— (1 0(C/(e0))) trlsT2AT Ay (AT A) ) d
= (1 £ 0(eC/(cd)))pj (2)
where the first step is by definition of the leverage score model, the second step is by property of

trace, the third step is Eq. (1), the fourth step is by definition of the leverage score model.
Upper bound for TV. For the TV distance, we have

VPQ) =5 Ip — 1 < 3 Ios — g
j=1 JF
< 37 0(eC/(8)pi < O(C/(c5).
J#i

where the first step is by definition of TV distance, the third step is by Eq. (2). Therefore
TV(P,Q) < O(cC/(c5)).

Upper bound for H?(P,Q).

Using

H*(P,Q) < TV(P,Q)
we also get
HQ(P, Q) < 0(eC/(cd)).

Now we have established the result when A and B differ in exactly one row. Let us now consider
general case.

If € > 0.16, then ¢§/(Ce) = O(1) and there is nothing to prove. In the following, assume that
€ <0.16.
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For 0 < k < n, define B¥ € R™ % be the matrix with Bff* = B;, for i < k and Bf,* = A
for i > k. Then B = A, B® = B, and B¥ and B! differ exactly in one row. Let ¢ =
||Bz'T*Bi,* — AZ*AZ',*HOp- Then by the above discussion, we have

TV(Leveragepg:(s), Leveragepiy1(s))
= O(erC/(c9))

for all 0 < k <n — 1. By metric property of TV, we have

TV(P,Q)

< Z TV(Leveragep:(s), Leveragegit1(s))
0<k<n-—1

= ) O(aC/(cd))

0<k<n-—1

= 0(eC/(c))).
Using H?(P,Q) < TV(P,Q) we also get H?(P,Q) = O(eC/(cd)). This finishes the proof. O

In Theorem 4.2, the bound has linear dependence in e ~'. An interesting question is the improve

the bound to quadratic dependence e 2.

4.3 Upper Bound

Let A, B € R"*¢ be parameters of the leverage score models, s € R™ be the input vector, P =
Leverage 4(s) = (p1,...,pn), @ = Leveragep(s) = (q1,...,qn)-

For upper bounds for the leverage score model, we run into similar difficulties as for the softmax
model. Firstly, different matrices A and B could give rise to the same leverage score model. If
B = AR for some invertible matrix R € R®¢ then we have

¢ = (Bs(BJ) By) "' B )i.i/d
— (A,R(RTAT A,R)"'RTA]),;/d
= (As(AJ Ag) T Al )ii/d = pi.

Then Leverage 4(s) = Leveragepg(s) for all s € (R\0)" and it is impossible to distinguish the two
models.

Furthermore, there exist scenarios where A and B differ only in rows with very small probability
weight under any input s. We now give an example where HAIT’*AL* — BIT’*BL*H = Q(1) but
TV(Leverage 4(s), Leverage(s)) = O(1/n) for any s satisfying ¢ < s? < C for all i € [n]. Suppose
A= [Id er - el]T (that is, the first d rows of A is equal to I, and all remaining rows are
equal to ef = (1,0,...,0)). Then for s satisfying ¢ < s? < C for all i € [n], the distribution
P = Leverage 4(s) has probability mass O(1/n) on every element i € {1,d+1,d+2...,n} (hiding
constants depending on ¢ and C'). Now suppose B differs with A only in the first entry (1,1),
and Bij = A;1 + ©(1). Then for fixed s, ¢; = pj for j € {2,...,d}, ¢1 > p1, and ¢; < p; for
je{d+1,...,n}. So H*(P,Q) < TV(P,Q) = q¢1 — p1 = O(1/n).

This shows that the sample complexity may depend on n.

After discussing the difficulties in establishing an upper bound, we now show a local upper
bound, which says for fixed A and fixed direction M, there is an algorithm that distinguishes
Leverage, and Leverage, ., using O(e2) queries, for small enough € > 0.

12



Theorem 4.3. Fiz A, M € R™? where | M|l = O(1). For ¢ > 0, define B = A+ eM. We
consider the binary hypothesis testing problem with Leverage, and Leveragep , for small €. Let
V = Supg VarLeverageA(s) (ws) where

_ diag((1 — AS(A;J—AS)_lA;r)(Ms(A;J—AS)_lA;r))
s = diag(A,(A] A,)~TA])

where the division between vectors is entrywise division. Then for € > 0 small enough, there is an
algorithm that uses O(e~2v~1Y) queries and distinguishes between Leverage , and Leverage B.-

Proof of Theorem 4.3 is deferred to Appendix A.4.
Similarly to the softmax model case, Theorem 4.3 is also tight.

Theorem 4.4. Work under the same setting as Theorem 4.3. For ¢ > 0 small enough, any algo-
rithm that distinguishes between SoftMax, and SoftMaxp, must use Q(e~2v~1) energy-constrained
queries.

Proof. The proof is by combining the proof of Theorem 4.3 and Theorem 4.1. We omit the details.
O

5 Conclusion and Future Directions

Widely applied across various domains, softmax and leverage scores play crucial roles in machine
learning and linear algebra. This study delves into the testing problem aimed at distinguishing
between different models of softmax and leverage score distributions, each parameterized by distinct
matrices. We establish bounds on the number of samples within the defined testing problem.

With the rapidly escalating computational costs in current machine learning research, our work
holds the potential to offer valuable insights and guidance for distinguishing between the distribu-
tions of different models.

We discuss a few possible directions for further research.

In Theorem 3.5 and Theorem 4.3, we determine the local sample complexity of the binary
hypothesis testing problems for softmax models and leverage score models. In particular, the sample
complexity is ©(e~2v), where v is a certain function depending on A and M (where B = A+ eM).
The form of v is an optimization problem over the space of possible inputs. An interesting question is
to provide bounds on the quantity v, or to provide computation-efficient algorithms for determining
the value of v of finding the optimal input (z for softmax, s for leverage score). This will lead to
computation-efficient algorithms for solving the binary hypothesis testing problem in practice.

In this paper we focused on the binary hypothesis testing problem, where the goal is to dis-
tinguish two models with different parameters. There are other hypothesis testing problems that
are of interest both in theory and practice. For example, in the goodness-of-fit problem, the goal
is to determine whether an unknown model is equal to or far away from a given model. In the
two-sample testing problem, the goal is to determine whether two unknown models are the same or
far away from each other. These problems have potential practical applications and we leave them
as an interesting future direction.

Impact Statement

By conducting a rigorous theoretical analysis, we can minimize the need for repetitive experiments.
Although our work may inadvertently result in unexpected carbon emissions, leveraging theoretical

13



insights enables us to streamline experiments and address this issue. Additionally, we delve into
system-level applications, leveraging our theoretical analysis to establish a robust foundation for
successful evaluations.
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Appendix
A Missing Proofs

A.1 General Result for Softmax Model

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Lower bound. If § > 0.1 then there is nothing to prove. In the following
assume that § < 0.1. Suppose that there is an algorithm that successfully solves the binary
hypothesis testing problem. Suppose it makes queries 1, ..., Zm, € R? where z; may depend on
previous query results. Let Y7,...,Y}, € [n] denote the query results. Let Pym and Qym denote
the distribution of Y under P and @), respectively. By definition of §, we have

H2(PYk\Yk*17QYk\yk71) < 5.
for any k € [m] and Y*=1 Then
1 — H*(Pym,Qym)

= /1/Pmeymdym
— / A /Pymfl Qymfl

</ \/Pymyleymymldym> dym_l
= /w/ ymleymfl(l 6 )dy .

Repeating this computation, in the end we get

1— H*(Pym,Qym) > (1 —6%)™.
Because 6§ < 0.1, we have 1 — 62 > exp(—262). If m < 0.0162, then

1 — H*(Pym,Qym) > exp(—267m)
> exp(—0.02) > 0.98,

and
H*(Pym,Qyn) < 0.02.
This implies
TV(Pym,Qym) < V2H(Pym,Qym) < 0.2,

which implies the success rate for binary hypothesis testing cannot be > %

In conclusion, any algorithm that successfully solves the hypothesis testing problem need to use
Q(672) queries.

Upper bound. Take z € R? such that ||z|s < E and § = H(SoftMax(z), SoftMaxp(z)). By
Lemma 2.5, using O(§~2) samples we can distinguish SoftMaxa(z) and SoftMaxp(z). Therefore
we can distinguish SoftMax, and SoftMaxp in O(62) queries by repeatedly querying . O
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A.2 Lower Bound for Softmax Model

Before giving the proof of Lemma 3.3, we prove a weaker version of the lemma.

Lemma A.1. Leta,b € R™. Suppose there exists an € > 0 such that for every i € [n], bj—a; € {0, €}.
Let P be the distribution on [n] with p; = exp(a;)/{exp(a),1,). Let Q be the distribution on [n]
with q; = exp(b;)/{exp(b),1,). Then

(L exp(e/0)? o
1 +exp(e/2) O,
TV(P,Q) = tanh(e/4) = O(e).

H*(P,Q) =

Proof. Assume that a and b differ in m coordinates. By permuting the coordinates, WLOG assume
that b = a; +efor 1 <i<mand b; = a; form+1<i<n.

Write
m
5= explar)
i=1
and
n
t= Z exp(a;).
i=m+1
Then

HP,Q)=1-Y" Vpa

i€[n]
sexp(e/2) +t .
V(s +t)(sexp(e) +1)

For fixed t and ¢, the above is maximized at
s = texp(—e/2).
Plugging in the above s, we get
2
V(exp(—€¢/2) + 1)(exp(e/2) + 1)

(1 — exp(e/4))?
14 exp(e/2)

H*(P,Q) < 1-

For TV, we have

TV(P,Q) = Y (s—p)
m+1<i<n
t t

s+t sexp(e)+t

For fixed ¢ and € the above is maximized at s = texp(—¢/2). Plugging in this s, we get

TV(P, Q) < tanh(e/4).
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Proof of Lemma 3.3. We first prove the case where b; > a; for all i € [n]. Define ¢; = b; — a; for all
i € [n]. By permuting the coordinates, WLOG assume that €; < --- < ¢,. Specially, define ¢y = 0.
For 0 < k < n, let b* € R™ denote the vector where b¥ = a; + min{e;, e;} for all i € [k]. Then
we can see that b° = a and b” = b, and for every 0 < k < n — 1, the pair (b*,b**1) satisfies the
assumption in Lemma A.1. For 0 < k < n, let P* denote the softmax distribution corresponding
to b*. By Lemma A.1, for every 0 < k < n — 1, we have

H(P*, P = O(eg 11 — er),
TV(P*, P**1) = O(eps1 — &)
Because Hellinger distance and TV distance are both metrics, we have
H(P,Q) = H(P’ P")
n—1
< ZH(Pk,Pk+1)
k=0
= O(e)v
and

TV(P,Q) = TV(P°, P")
n—1
< ZTV(Pk,Pk+1)
k=0
= O(e).

This finishes the proof of the result when b; > a; for all i € [n].
Now let us consider the general case. Let ¢ € R™ be defined as ¢; = max{a;, b;} for all i € [n].
Then

max{lla — ¢flo, ¢ = blloo} < fla = bl <e.
Let R be the softmax distribution corresponding to ¢. By our previous discussion, we have
H(P,R),H(R,Q),TV(P,R),TV(R,Q) = O(e).
By metric property of Hellinger distance and TV distance, we get
H(P,Q),H(P,Q) = O(e)

as desired.

A.3 Local Upper Bound for Softmax Model

Proof of Theorem 3.5. We take an z satisfying [|z|lz < E that maximizes Vargqemax , (2) (M) and
repeatedly query x. We would like to apply Theorem 3.1. To do that, we need to show that

H?(SoftMax4(z), SoftMaxp_ () = Q(e*v).

Let P = SoftMax(z) = (p1,...,Pn), Qe = SoftMaxp () = (¢e,1;---,qen). Write Z4 = (exp(Ax), 1),
Zp, = (exp(B.z), 1,).
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Then, it follows that

Zp = Z exp(Azx); exp(e(Mx);)

j€ln]
= Z exp(Az); + Z exp(Azx);(exp(e(Mz);) — 1)
J€ln] J€ln]
= Z exp(Az); + Z exp(Az);(e(Mx); + O(€%))
JE€[n] JE€[n]
= ZA(1 + elp, Mz) + O(€%)). (3)

where the initial step is because of B = A + eM, the second step is a result of simple algebra,
the third step is a consequence of the Taylor expansion of exp(-), assuming e is sufficiently small
and the fourth step is the result of the definition of Z4 and involves the consolidation of addition,
introducing the common term Z4.

Then

o exp(Bex);
ei Zn
_ exp(Azx); exp(eMz);
ZA(1 + €(p, Mz) + O(?))
= pi(1 + e((Ma); — (p, Mz)) + O(€*)). (4)

where the initial step is because of the definition of g.;, the subsequent step is a result of Eq.(3),
and the third step is due to the definition of ¢; along with the Taylor expansion of f(z) = 1/(1+ )
and exp(-), considering € as a sufficiently small value.

So, we have that

H*(P,Q.) = Z(\/_ Vi)

2—1

- _Zpl ~ (p. M) + O(e")

1
=3¢ 2Varp(Mz) 4+ O(€%)

= %62V +O(€%).

where the first step is the result of Definition 2.2, the second step is because of Eq.(4), the third
step the result of definition of Varp(Mz) (See Definition 2.3) and the forth step follows from the
eXpression v = SUP,.||z|,<E ValsoftMax A(x)(M x).

Applying Theorem 3.1 we finish the proof. U

A.4 Local Upper Bound for Leverage Score Model

Proof of Theorem /.3. We take an s satisfying ¢ < s? < C and Vi € [n] that maximizes sup, Varreverage ,(s) (ws)
and repeatedly query s. We need to show that

H?(Leverage 4(s), Leveragep (s)) = Q(?v).
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Let P = Leverage,(s) = (p1,...,Pn), Qe = Leveragep () = (ge1,---,qe,n). We can compute

that

Define W =

d

%qﬁ,i = (2(I - AS(A;J—AS)_lA;r)(Ms(A;FAS)_lA;r))i,i-

(I — Ay(AT A,V AT) (M, (AT A,)~'AT). Then

Qe = Di + 2Wi e + O(€?).

Computing H?(P,Q.) we get

H(P,Q0) = 5 3 (Vi — Vi

1€[n]
2
- Yn ( o ))
i€[n]
Wi
- o)
1€[n] pi
=4+ 0(%)
O
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