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Agnostic Learning of Arbitrary ReLU Activation under Gaussian

Marginals
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Abstract

We consider the problem of learning an arbitrarily-biased ReLU activation (or neuron) over
Gaussian marginals with the squared loss objective. Despite the ReLU neuron being the basic
building block of modern neural networks, we still do not understand the basic algorithmic
question of whether one arbitrary ReLU neuron is learnable in the non-realizable setting. In
particular, all existing polynomial time algorithms only provide approximation guarantees for
the better-behaved unbiased setting or restricted bias setting.

Our main result is a polynomial time statistical query (SQ) algorithm that gives the first
constant factor approximation for arbitrary bias. It outputs a ReLU activation that achieves a
loss of O(OPT) + ε in time poly(d, 1/ε), where OPT is the loss obtained by the optimal ReLU
activation. Our algorithm presents an interesting departure from existing algorithms, which
are all based on gradient descent and thus fall within the class of correlational statistical query
(CSQ) algorithms. We complement our algorithmic result by showing that no polynomial time
CSQ algorithm can achieve a constant factor approximation. Together, these results shed light
on the intrinsic limitation of gradient descent, while identifying arguably the simplest setting (a
single neuron) where there is a separation between SQ and CSQ algorithms.
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1 Introduction

The Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU) is the predominant choice of activation function in machine
learning. A single ReLU function or neuron has two parameters – a unit 1 vector w ∈ Rd and a bias
b ∈ R, and acts on an input x ∈ Rd as

σ(〈x,w〉 + b), where ∀z ∈ R, σ(z) = max{z, 0}. (1)

Given a distribution D over samples (x, y) ∈ Rd × R, the loss incurred by a ReLU function with
parameters w ∈ Rd, b ∈ R on distribution D is given by the least squares error

L(w, b) :=
1

2
E

(x,y)∼D

[(
y − σ(〈x,w〉 + b)

)2
]

, and OPT = min
w∈Rd,b∈R:
‖w‖2=1

L(w, b) (2)

is the error of the best fit ReLU function for the given data distribution D. The interesting setting
when OPT > 0 is called the agnostic [KSS94], or non-realizable setting of problem. The goal in
agnostic learning is to design a polynomial time algorithm that takes in as input i.i.d. samples from
the distribution D and outputs a ReLU neuron whose loss is competitive with best fit error OPT,
e.g., with loss OPT+ ε or O(OPT) + ε.

This problem of agnostic learning of a ReLU activation is also called ReLU regression, and has
been studied extensively over the past decade [KKSK11, GK19, DGK+20, DKTZ22a, ATV23,
WZDD23]. This problem is computationally intractable without additional assumptions on the
marginal distribution of x. Most algorithmic works study the setting where the marginal distribution
on x is a standard Gaussian, or make similar distributional assumptions [DGK+20, FCG20, ATV23].

Despite the ReLU neuron being the basic building block of modern neural networks, we still do
not understand the basic algorithmic question of whether an arbitrary ReLU neuron is learnable in
the non-realizable setting. In particular, we are not aware of any polynomial time algorithm that
achieves a non-trivial multiplicative approximation for the best-fit ReLU of arbitrary bias.2 The
main question we address is:

Can we design a polynomial time algorithm that learns an arbitrary ReLU activation under Gaussian
marginals that achieves approximately optimal loss of O(OPT), where OPT is defined in (2)?

Over the past decade there have been several algorithmic results in the unbiased setting i.e., the
special case when the bias b = 0 [GK19, FCG20, DGK+20, DKTZ22a, WZDD23]. In particular, the
algorithm of [DGK+20] gives the first efficient O(OPT) guarantee by minimizing a convex surrogate
loss. On the other hand, there is evidence that OPT + ε may be computationally intractable
[DKPZ21, DKR23]. To the best of our knowledge, the only prior algorithmic result on learning
negatively-biased ReLU neuron is the recent work of [ATV23], which handles the moderate bias
setting when |b| = O(1). In fact, we are aware of few algorithmic results for agnostic learning
any linear model in the arbitrary bias setting. (One notable exception is the line of work initiated
by [DKS18] that gives an O(OPT) agnostic learning guarantee for general linear halfspaces.) The

1In general it suffices to have polynomially bounded norm: ‖w‖ ≤ W . But the restriction to unit vectors w is
without loss of generality, since we can scale y appropriately as in Proposition 2.1.

2The existing state-of-the-art algorithms incur approximation factors that depend polynomially on OPT when
bias is very negative [ATV23]. See Section 1.2 for details.
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arbitrary bias setting seems to represent a common challenge across many problems in computational
learning theory.

Our main result gives an affirmative answer to the above question.

Theorem 1.1 (SQ algorithm that gets O(OPT), informal). For any ε > 0, there is an absolute
constant α ≥ 1 and an algorithm that given i.i.d. samples (x, y) from a distribution D with the x-
marginal being Gaussian N (0, Id), runs in polynomial time (and samples), and with high probability
outputs a ReLU activation with loss at most α ·OPT+ ε.

See Theorem 4.10 for a more formal statement. The above theorem gives the desired agnostic
learning guarantee in polynomial time for an arbitrary ReLU activation. In addition, it is a proper
learner3 i.e., it outputs a ReLU activation function that achieves this loss. The algorithm fits into the
Statistical Query (SQ) framework [Kea93], which gives oracle access to statistics E(x,y)∼D[f(x, y)] for
some user-specified function f , up to an error tolerance of τ (typically, τ = 1/poly(d) for polynomial
sample complexity). Our algorithm consists of two main steps – an initial phase that finds a coarse
initalizer w0 to the true vector v, and then an iterative procedure based on a reweighted version of
projected gradient descent to get the desired error of O(OPT).

Our algorithm presents an interesting departure from existing approaches for agnostic learning
with zero or restricted bias, which uses gradient descent [FCG20, ATV23, DKTZ22a] and other
algorithms that fit in the framework of Correlation SQ (CSQ), where the algorithm is only allowed
to query values of the form E(x,y)∼D[yf(x)] or E(x,y)∼D[f(x)], for some function f , up to a tolerance
τ . In fact, we can prove the following strong lower bound for all CSQ algorithms.

Theorem 1.2 (CSQ lower bound of ω(OPT)). There exists a function F (ε) that goes to infinity
as ε → 0, such that for any ε > 0 and any constant α ≥ 1, there exists a family of instances with
OPT ≤ ε/α such that any CSQ algorithm that can agnostically learn an arbitrary ReLU neuron

with loss at most α · OPT + ε (as defined in Eq. (2)) must use either 2d
Ω(1)

queries or queries of
tolerance d−F (ε).

The above theorem shows that no efficient CSQ algorithm can achieve error of O(OPT), since doing
so requires either exp(dΩ(1)) queries (exponential time) or d−F (ε) = dω(1) tolerance (superpolynomial
samples) in the CSQ framework. In particular, since many variants of gradient descent (GD) under
the L2 loss are captured by the CSQ model, this points to the sub-optimality of GD for learning even
a single neuron, and motivates the design of new hybrid algorithms for learning neural networks.

Theorems 1.1 and 1.2 together identify a new problem on which there is a separation between SQ
and CSQ algorithms. The work of [CKM21] gave the first such separation by designing an SQ
algorithm for PAC learning (the realizable setting) that is fixed parameter tractable4 for learning a
neural network with k neurons under Gaussian marginals, where superpolynomial dΩ(k) lower bounds
for CSQ algorithms were known [DKKZ20]. Such a separation has also been identified for learning
sparse polynomials [KLL+24, APVZ14] and planted multi or single-index models [DLS22, DPLB24],
both under Gaussian marginals but only in realizable setting. Our problem of agnostic learning of
a single ReLU neuron is arguably the simplest setting, and the first agnostic setting where such
separation has been identified.

3We allow our algorithm to output 0, by the simple argument that 0 is the L2-limit of σ(〈x,w〉+ b), as b → −∞.
4i.e. in time f(k)poly(d), where f(k) can grow very fast with k, but poly(d) is independent of k.

2



1.1 Technical overview

In this subsection we give a high-level overview of the main challenges and ideas. For exposition
we often assume the optimal ReLU is σ(〈x, v〉 + b) with ‖v‖ = 1 and b known, an assumption we
justify in Section 2.

When bias gets negative. When b is bounded from below, i.e., not too negative, the optimal
ReLU σ(〈x, v〉 + b) is linear on a considerable portion of inputs. Intuitively, this shape should be
easier to learn than the small wedge at the far end of the number line, which happens when b is very
negative. This intuition matches our findings: when b is bounded from below, the problem can be
solved efficiently by a combination of known algorithms [DKTZ22a, ATV23]. However, as b→ −∞,
a clear separation appears. Our CSQ hardness suggests that all previously effective variants of
gradient descent – on L2 loss or surrogate loss, including those that involve regularization/projection
– would struggle to learn the set of all sufficiently negatively-biased ReLU neurons.

Our goal is hence to design an algorithm that works in the b → −∞ limit, which, combined with
previous results, completely resolves the task of agnostically learning an arbitrary ReLU neuron up
to constant-factor approximation.

Structural observations. This regime comes with one benefit: we can now apply asymptotic anal-
ysis and make claims that hold when the optimal ReLU has sufficiently negative b. To demonstrate
this flavor of argument, we present some frequently used facts that hold as b→ −∞:

1. Let Φ(b) be the standard Gaussian cdf. Φ decays extremely quickly as b → −∞: its value
halves once we decrease b by O(1/|b|) .

2. The optimal ReLU itself has very small L2 norm: E[σ(〈x, v〉+ b)2] = Θ(Φ(b)/b2).

3. The optimal loss OPT is at least α times even smaller, OPT ≤ O
(
Φ(b)/αb2

)
, otherwise the

zero function 0 would be an α-approximation for OPT. (Lemma 2.3)

4. The additive error term ε must also satisfy ε ≤ O(Φ(b)/b2), otherwise 0 suffices to achieve
loss ε. (Lemma 2.4)

These facts also make use of several Gaussian integrals with well-behaved limits as b→ −∞, listed in
Appendix A. The relation between b and ε also justifies the assumption that we know b beforehand,
since an exhaustive search over all possible b’s take no more than poly(1/ε) rounds.

Algorithmic results. We propose Algorithm 1, which assumes access to population expectations
over D. In our technical proofs we will account for finite-sample errors, and our formal algorithmic
result is stated and proven in Theorem 4.10.

Our algorithm is a two-stage process consists of thresholded PCA and reweighted “projected” gradient
descent (PGD).5 Both subroutines are motivated by the need to overcome the failure of the following
gradient descent (GD) algorithm, as b→ −∞:

(wt+1, bt+1)← (wt, bt)− η∇w,bL(wt, bt), for t = 1, . . . , T.

5We note that our “projection” is not standard: we project each iterand to the unit sphere where ‖w‖ = 1, which
is a non-convex set. The convergence of our algorithm (Section 4.4) also does not depend on convexity. This is also
known as “Riemannian GD” in literature, as the unit sphere is a Riemannian manifold.
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Before introducing the two algorithms in detail, we first demonstrate an analysis of (P)GD, which
motivates the two algorithms and plays an important role in analysis of reweighted PGD (Section 4).

Algorithm 1: Complete algorithm, assuming population access to D.

Input: Accuracy parameter ε; access to population expectations over D; norm upper bound W .
1. Let h0 = 0 be the zero function, and let L0 = ED[y2] be its loss.
2. Run the GD algorithm from [DKTZ22a] with accuracy ε, and obtain ReLU neuron h1 with

loss L1. This loss is competitive against the best positively-biased ReLU.
3. Run the GD algorithm from [ATV23] with accuracy ε, and obtain ReLU neuron h2 with

loss L2. This is competitive against the best moderately-biased ReLU.
4. Run a grid search over parameter space [0,W ]× [−O(

√

log(1/ε)), b0] with accuracy 0.1
√
ε,

where each pair of parameters {(βi, γi) : i ∈ 3, . . . , N} indicate our “guesses" for ‖v‖ and b.

For each pair (βi, γi), we apply the following two subroutines on the normalized distribution
D̂ (Proposition 2.1), and obtain ReLU hi with loss

Li ≤ 0.1α ·OPTi + 0.1
ε

β2
i

,

where OPTi is the minimum loss among ReLUs σ(〈x, v〉+ b) with ‖v‖ = βi and b = γi.
(a) Thresholded PCA (Section 3): output w0, the top eigenvector of the following matrix:

ED

[

xx⊤ · 1
{

|y| ≥ 1

|b|

}]

.

(b) Reweighted PGD (Section 4): an iterative GD-like algorithm with initialization w0

and step size η = c′η/Φ
(
Θ(b)

)
, for O(log(1/ε)) steps. On each iteration t, we update

wt by:

wt+1 ←
wt + ηvupdate
‖wt + ηvupdate‖

, where vupdate =
(
Id − wtw

⊤
t

)
E

[

ft(x) · y · 1
{

〈x,wt〉 ≥ b̃
}]

,

where ft(x) is a weight function and b̃ a threshold value, both specified during analysis.
Output: hind, where ind = argmini{Li : i ∈ [N ]}.

An Analysis of (projected) gradient descent. Consider the change in direction of wt+1, com-
pared to that of wt. At iteration t, wt updates in the following direction:

−∇wL(wt, bt) = E[(y − σ(〈x,wt〉+ b)) · 1 {〈x,wt〉 ≥ −bt} · x],
where the indicator is due to the derivative of the ReLU function: σ′(z) = 1 {z ≥ 0}.
Let v⊥ be the component of v that is perpendicular to wt.

6 Observe that, for wt’s direction to
approach that of v, the update −∇wL(wt, bt) must have a positive component on v⊥:

〈
−∇wL(wt, bt), v

⊥〉 = E
[(
y − σ(〈x,wt〉+ bt)

)
· 1 {〈x,wt〉 ≥ |bt|} · 〈x, v⊥〉

]

= E[y · 1 {〈x,wt〉 ≥ |bt|} · 〈x, v⊥〉] > 0. (3)

6When wt is a unit vector, we have v⊥ = v−〈v,wt〉wt

‖v−〈v,wt〉wt‖
In Section 4 we also frequently consider the 2-D plane

spanned by wt and v⊥.
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This can be viewed as a conditioned correlation between y and 〈x, v⊥〉, where we call 1 {〈x,wt〉 ≥ |bt|}
the condition function. A standard approach is to write y = σ(〈x, v〉+ b)− (σ(〈x, v〉+ b)−y), where
the first term comes from ReLU and the second from noise. Through these lens, GD makes progress
when ReLU (conditionally) correlates with 〈x, v⊥〉 more than noise does.

For pictorial intuition, we also present three 3D graphs in Fig. 1, where GD is likely to be successful.

(a) y value. (b) Optimal ReLU. (c) Noise.

Figure 1: y value, ReLU value, and noise plotted against 〈x,w〉 and 〈x, v⊥〉, after multiplying the
condition function (indicator). Here, GD can find the correct direction (to the right), in terms of
the correlation calculus in Eq. (3).

One-dimensional adversarial example. We now give a simple one-dimensional example to
show how the correlation between x and y can point to the opposite direction, when b is sufficiently
negative. Fix an α, let OPT = Φ(b)/100αb2 such that 0 is not an α-approximation. Consider the
following distribution which has loss exactly OPT, illustrated in Fig. 2:

y =

{

σ(x+ b) when x ≥ 0,√
2OPT when x < 0.

(4)

(a) Moderate bias. (b) Larger bias.

Figure 2: One-dimensional bad example, presented in Eq. (4). Note that the height of the noise
(blue) decreases exponentially in |b|.

Two seemingly contradictory facts are true about this distribution:

1. The ReLU produces more loss than noise: the zero function incurs about Φ(b)
b2
≈ 100α ·OPT

loss when x ≥ 0, by not fitting the ReLU.

5



2. The noise dominates the correlation with x, pulling E[xy] towards the incorrect negative
direction: {

E[σ(x+ b) · x] = Φ(b),

E[(y − σ(x+ b)) · x] = −Ω(
√
OPT) = −Ω̃

(√

Φ(b)
)
.

This phenomenon is due to the fact that the loss scales quadratically with y, yet the correlation
E[xy] scales (roughly) linearly. This issue appears when y is very close to zero, made possible only
as b → −∞. This problem is also a property of regression under L2 loss, and is one of the key
differences between our problem and learning general halfspaces.

Higher dimensions. Returning to high-dimensional ReLU regression, we demonstrate how the
aforementioned adversarial example can occur in a way that harms GD, per the analysis in Eq. (3).

Suppose we have some estimated weight wt and bias bt, where we assume ‖wt‖ = 1 for convenience.
Consider the 2D plane spanned by wt and v⊥ in Fig. 3. By removing all of the uncolored region
through the condition function, the direction of correlation in Eq. (3) essentially depends on the
thin green strip of width 1

|bt|0.99 above the indicator’s decision boundary, due to an estimation of

Gaussian decay.

(a) Moderate bias. (b) Larger bias.

Figure 3: Plan view of the wt-v
⊥ plane in high dimensional analysis of GD. The blue region only

contains noise, while the red region contains both ReLU and noise. The uncolored region with
〈x,wt〉 < bt does not affect the gradient. 1 − o(1) portion of the probability mass is contained in
the green strip.

We thus identify a key reason for the failure of GD, which gives rise to our reweighted PGD algorithm:
the red region is too biased in the green strip, meaning that ReLU could fail to dominate the
correlation Eq. (3), as in the one-dimensional adversarial example.7

Reweighted PGD. Since we know ‖v‖ = 1, it is natural to project wt back to a unit vector
after each gradient update, resulting in a variant of PGD with simpler analysis. When calculating
the “gradient”, we reweight the x-marginal by some weight function ft(x), defined as the change-of-
measure function between two Gaussians. Specifically, it shifts the Gaussian center to ρ · |b| · wt,
for some carefully chosen ρ ∈ (0, 1) in Section 4.3. Our algorithm performs update in the following

7Once exception is when bt ≤
b

〈wt,v〉
. But then bt is too negative and other problems will start to occur.
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direction:
vupdate =

(
I −wtw

⊤
t

)
E

[

ft(x) · y · 1
{

〈x,wt〉 ≥ b̃
}]

,

where b̃ ≥ 0 is tailored to the reweighted distribution, so the condition function (indicator) cuts outs
only a fraction of contribution from the ReLU, while removing as much noise as possible. Turns
out, both reweighting and conditioning are necessary to guarantee that the correlation between y
and x to point towards v⊥, as in Eq. (3).

The insight behind reweighting 8 is the following: suppose wt is close to v in direction, then shifting
the Gaussian center along wt would essentially reduce the problem back to the moderate bias case.
This is clear from Fig. 3, where shifting the origin upwards in subfigure (b) would result in a similar
landscape as subfigure (a). As the red zone moves closer to the origin, the noise can only cause
limited harm on the gradient direction.

We note that reweighted PGD is a CSQ algorithm, which on itself cannot possibly solve our problem.
One caveat is its need for a warm start : the method requires wt to be close to v in the first place.
In the extreme case of wt ⊥ v, the red region does not become closer regardless of how we reweight
along wt. Since a randomly initialized w0 is near perpendicular to v in high dimensions, this calls
for some (non-CSQ) algorithm that provides a crude estimation for direction v, before we can run
reweighted PGD.

Thresholded PCA. The final piece of our algorithmic result is to give a warm start via thresholding
on y. Our algorithm uses threshold τ = 1

|b| and estimate direction v via the top eigenvector of the
following matrix:

M = E[xx⊤1 {|y| ≥ τ}].

This thresholding method is related to filtered PCA [CM20, CKM21], which uses a different matrix
and exactly identifies the subspace containing the relevant directions, under the realizable setting.
In the more challenging agnostic setting, it is not guaranteed that the top eigenvector would align
with target direction v, hence thresholded PCA only serves as a coarse estimator for initializing
reweighted PGD.

We now explain some key ingredients in the proof. Note that without noise, the ReLU would give
M a magnitude of Ω(b2Φ(b)) in direction v: the threshold of 1

|b| removes exactly a constant fraction

of the probability mass from the ReLU, by Gaussian tail decay; the b2 term stems from the fact
that 〈x, v〉 ≥ |b| whenever the ReLU value goes above τ .

Imagine an adversary trying to perturb the top eigenvector of M . They can only do this in two
ways:

1. Generating noise in the (otherwise flat) region where 〈x, v〉+ b < 0, increasing M ’s magnitude
in some direction u ⊥ v;

2. Suppressing some of the y-value from the optimal ReLU to below τ , so the magnitude along
v decreases.

8Reweighting is conceptually similar to rejection sampling, a method used for learning general linear halfspaces in
[DKS18, DKLZ24]. Compared to their approaches, we have to shift the Gaussian mean by a more carefully chosen
amount as well as apply a conditioning indicator (see Section 4.3), due to the nature of our regression problem.

7



For the first task, the adversary has an OPT budget to increase y value from zero to above τ . Since
OPT = O(Φ(b)/αb2), it can only do so on a region with probability mass at most OPT

τ2
= Φ(b)/α.

This limits the magnitude along any u ⊥ v to be an O
( logα

α

)
fraction of the magnitude along v.

The adversary cannot do much on the second task either. Again, since OPT has only an 1
α -fraction

of the ReLU’s squared L2 norm, with an OPT budget the adversary can only remove a small fraction
of the ReLU’s contribution from the calculation of M .

Hardness result. Our correlational statistical query (CSQ) hardness result follows a standard
procedure, via a family G of functions with small pairwise correlation [FGR+13]. This framework
is based on the hardness of distinguishing distributions labeled by G, via only noisy correlational
queries.

The key to our proof is that, as b → −∞, the function σ(z + b) correlates less with low-degree
Hermite polynomials compared to higher-order ones. To construct the family G, we let y be labeled
by the truncated ReLUs in a eΩ(d) number of near-perpendicular directions, where truncation means
removing the low-order Hermite components. An (α · OPT + ε)-approximator for arbitrary ReLU
can fit these distributions to an error that is strictly better than error of zero function 0. However,
outperforming 0 is very hard under the CSQ model, as truncated ReLUs in near-perpendicular
directions have very small pairwise correlation.

1.2 Related works

There is a rich body of work on algorithmic learning theory. Here we discuss some of the most
relevant results, relating to either arbitrary bias or ReLU regression.

Biased linear models. Several works explicitly considered learning halfspaces with arbitrary
bias, or general halfspaces. [DKS18] considers learning general halfspaces under the more general
nasty noise model. They achieve an optimal O(ε) error rate, which translates into constant-factor
approximation for agnostic learning. Later, [DKTZ22b] gave a faster constant-factor approximation
in the agnostic setting. More recently, [DKLZ24] proposed an Õ(

√
OPT)+ ε agnostic tester-learner

for general halfspaces.

Going beyond the agnostic model, [DKK+22] gives algorithm and hardness results for learning
general halfspace under Massart noise [MN06]. [DDK+23a] considers learning general halfspaces
under the weaker random classification noise (RCN) model. Also on under RCN, [DDK+23b] makes
no anti-concentration assumption on x and therefore their results carry over to the biased case.

We note that the techniques for classification do not carry over to the regression case. For instance,
in the agnostic setting of classification problems, the ground truth classifier is correct 1 − OPT of
the time. In regression problems, however, the y-value can be perturbed on all outcomes.

Single index models. Learning a ReLU neuron, in the realizable setting, is a special case of the
single index models (SIMs) [KKKS11], where the y value depends on a single, unknown direction v.
One key difference of SIM is that the joint distribution of 〈x, v〉 and y is often known, corresponding
to the case where we know ‖v‖ and b before-hand, and the task is to statistically estimate the direc-
tion v. The CSQ and SQ hardness of this problem are completely characterized by the information
exponent [DLS22] and the generative exponent [DPLB24], and a SQ-CSQ separation appears as the
link function (activation function) becomes more involved.

8



Lately, several works [GGKS23, ZWDD24, WZDD24] sought to extend the study of SIMs to agnostic
case. Particularly, the recent independent work of [WZDD24] also proposed a two-stage algorithm
to give a constant approximation, for link functions that satisfy a set of assumptions. We note that
the key difference between these regimes and ours is again due to our allowing for arbitrary bias,
which breaks all usual assumptions for SIMs such as Ez∼N (0,1)[σ(z)

2] = 1.

The task of realizably learning a single ReLU neuron, however, is indeed solved by earlier works on
SIMs and isotonic regression [KKSK11, KS09]. A number of other works [Tia17, Sol17, KSA19]
also showed the effectiveness of various gradient methods in this relatively simple setting.

Agnostic learning of a single ReLU. While a single ReLU neuron is relatively easy to learn to
error OPT+ε with the realizable assumption, one line of work [GKK19, DKZ20, GGK20, DKPZ21,
DKR23] gave strong evidence that the same task takes quasi-polynomial time without this assump-
tion. In other words, it is hard to substantially outperform polynomial regression [KKMS05] on this
goal, in the agnostic setting. A qualitatively matching quasi-polynomial proper learning algorithm
was given in [DKK+21] for unbiased ReLUs.

Nevertheless, a number of poly(d/ε)-time algorithms results are possible once we relax the objective.
[GKK19] gave an O(OPT2/3) + ε algorithm to unbiased ReLUs via reducing to learning homoge-
neous halfspace. Some work applied GD on the convex matching loss instead of the L2 objective
itself, achieving better time complexity under weaker distributional assumptions, for a class of ac-
tivation functions including unbiased ReLU [DGK+20, WZDD23]. Notably, we always need some
distributional assumptions for these results, as [DKMR22] demonstrated a cryptographic hardness
result for distribution-free constant-factor approximation.

Another line of work proposes to apply GD on the L2 objective itself. For unbiased ReLU, [FCG20]
proved an O(OPT2/3) + ε loss guarantee. Later, [DKTZ22a] showed that GD actually achieves the
best-possible O(OPT) + ε error, for unbiased ReLUs. Their method also extends for ReLUs with
a known positive bias. The most relevant work to ours is that of [ATV23], where GD is shown
to produce constant approximation even under moderately negative bias. However, as b → −∞,
their approximation factor depends exponentially on b, which translates to a (OPT−poly(ε) + ε)-
approximation. All methods above are CSQ in nature, so they do not extend to our problem.

2 Preliminaries

In this section we introduce some notations and auxiliary results that help simplify our problem.

Let L(w, b) = 1
2E[(y − σ(〈x,w〉 + b))2] be the loss of the ReLU neuron with weight w ∈ Rd and

b ∈ R. In our proofs, we will often compare our loss L(w, b) to L(v, b), where v is the unit vector
that minimizes this loss for some fixed b. This is a proxy of OPT after appropriate scaling, as we
explain later this section.

We will frequently use ϕ and Φ to denote the standard Gaussian pdf and cdf respectively. We
also use

∫
f(z) dΦ(z) to denote the integral of f with respect to (1-dimensional) standard Gaussian

measure. For any vector w ∈ Rd we use ‖w‖ to denote its L2 norm.

Normalizing target vector v. As noted before, we can assume ‖v‖ = 1 WLOG, due to the
following argument. Suppose the best-fit ReLU for D is some σ(〈x, v〉+b) where v is not necessarily
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a unit vector, then we can instead work with the normalized problem (x, ŷ) ∼ D̂, where ŷ = y/‖v‖.
Let L̂ be the loss function under D̂.

We prove in Appendix B the following: if we know the value ‖v‖, then this scaling approach reduces
the problem to unit vector case:

Proposition 2.1. In the above setting, the optimal ReLU for D̂ is σ(〈x, v̂〉+ b̂), where ‖v̂‖ = v/‖v‖
is a unit vector and b̂ = b/‖v‖, and it has loss ÔPT = L̂(v̂, b̂) = OPT/‖v‖2.

Moreover, suppose parameters w, bw incur loss L̂(w, bw) ≤ α · ÔPT+ε on the normalized problem D̂.
Then, the pair (‖v‖w, ‖v‖bw) would incur loss L(‖v‖w, ‖v‖bw) ≤ α · OPT + ‖v‖2ε on the original
problem D.

“Guessing” ‖v‖ and b. To apply the appropriate scaling, we must have some knowledge about
‖v‖. To this end, Algorithm 1 applies grid search over a number of guesses (β, γ) of the values
(‖v‖, b), where v, b are the parameters of the optimal ReLU over D. This approach is effective as
long as the approximation factor w.r.t. an “estimated optimal ReLU” is at most a constant multiple
of that w.r.t. the true OPT = L(v, b). We formalize this claim in the next proposition, also proven
in Appendix B:

Proposition 2.2. Let v̂ be the unit vector in v’s direction. Let δv = β −‖v‖ and δb = γ − b denote
the additive errors of our parameter estimations. Suppose function h incurs loss:

E[(h(x)− y)2] ≤ α · L(βv̂, γ),

then if |δv |, |δb| ≤ 0.1
√
ε, we have:

E[(h(x) − y)2] ≤ O(α) · L(v, b) +O(ε).

The time/sample complexity of conducting grid search will be analyzed in Theorem 4.10. Until
then, we will assume the optimal ReLU is just σ(〈x, v〉+ b), where ‖v‖ = 1 and b is a known value.
This suffices for our purpose, as will only bound our approximation factor using L(v, b), instead of
using the stronger fact that σ(〈x, v〉 + b) is the best-fit ReLU.

Upper bounding OPT and ε. When the optimal ReLU has very negative b, it is equal to zero
on most outcomes. Intuitively, this means that the zero function should be a descent approximator.
Formally, this implies the following two lemmas, also proven in Appendix B:

Lemma 2.3. Suppose α ≥ 3. Let σ(〈x, v〉+ b) be the optimal ReLU with loss OPT, where ‖v‖ = 1
and b sufficiently negative. If the zero function is not an α-approximation to the loss of σ(〈x, v〉+b),
namely,

1

2
E[y2] > α ·OPT,

then we have:

OPT <
3Φ(b)

αb2
.

Lemma 2.4. Suppose α ≥ 2. Let σ(〈x, v〉+ b) be the optimal ReLU with loss OPT, where ‖v‖ = 1
and b sufficiently negative. Then:

ε <
3Φ(b)

b2
.
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SQ and CSQ. Informally, a (C)SQ algorithm can only make queries to the (C)SQ oracle instead
of accessing samples from D directly. An SQ oracle answers queries in the form ED[f(x, y)], and a
CSQ oracle answers the less general ED[y · f(x)] and ED[f(x)]. Both oracles will inject the answer
with some noise of magnitude at most τ . Most learning algorithms can be implemented as SQ
algorithms, and some, including most gradient-based methods on L2 losses, can be implemented
as CSQ algorithms. Notably, thresholded PCA is SQ but not CSQ, since the function 1 {|y| ≥ τ}
applies directly on y.

3 Thresholded PCA and Initialization Guarantees

As described in Section 1.1, in order to apply reweighted PGD, it is necessary to initialize w0 in a
direction that is close to the true direction v. To this end, we define thresholded PCA algorithm
which outputs the top eigenvector of matrix

M = E
[
xx⊤1 {|y| ≥ τ}

]
,

where τ = 1
|b| is the threshold. We use M̂ to denote the estimation of M from n samples:

M̂ =
1

n

n∑

i=1

xix
⊤
i 1 {|yi| ≥ τ} .

During analysis we will also partition Rd into two regions based on the sign of 〈x, v〉+b, and identify
the their contribution to M separately:

{

M0 = E(x,y)∼D
[
xx⊤1 {|y| ≥ τ, 〈v, x〉+ b < 0}

]
,

M1 = E(x,y)∼D
[
xx⊤1 {|y| ≥ τ, 〈v, x〉+ b ≥ 0}

]
.

In this section we prove the following guarantee:

Theorem 3.1. There exists constant α0 > 0 such that the following holds for all α ≥ α0. Let D be
a joint distribution of (x, y) over Rd × R whose x-marginal is standard Gaussian. Let OPT be the
loss L(v, b) of some ReLU function σ(〈x, v〉+ b) with ‖v‖ = 1. Suppose the zero function 0 has loss
at least α ·OPT+ ε. If bias b satisfies b ≤ −

√

α/ log α, then thresholded PCA with τ = 1
|b| can with

high probability find a unit vector w such that:

∣
∣ 〈w, v〉

∣
∣ ≥ 1−O

(
log α

α

)

,

using poly(d, 1/ε, 1/δ) time and samples.

The rest of this section is dedicated to proving this theorem. In Section 3.1, we state and prove
three lemmas in the following order:

1. For any unit vector u, u⊤M0u is small. (Lemma 3.3)

2. For any unit vector u perpendicular to v, u⊤M1u is small. (Lemma 3.4)

3. v⊤M1v is large, which helps us identify the true direction. (Lemma 3.5)

In Section 3.2, we give a simple proof of the main theorem using these lemmas.
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3.1 Technical lemmas.

We will use the following bound on expectation:

Lemma 3.2. For all sufficiently small p and any event E with P[E] = p, we have:

Ex∼N (0,Id)[〈x, u〉
2
1 {E}] = O

(

p log
1

p

)

.

Proof. Consider event Eu = {| 〈x, u〉 | ≥ |Φ−1(p/2)|}. Clearly we have P[Eu] = p, and

Ex∼N (0,Id)[〈x, u〉
2
1 {E}] ≤ Ex∼N (0,Id)[〈x, u〉

2
1 {Eu}].

It now suffices to upper bound the right hand side. Consider threshold t = Φ−1(p/2). Then, because

P[Eu] = 2Φ(t) = Θ
(e−t2/2

t

)

= p,

we have t = O
(√

log(1/p)
)

for all sufficiently small p. Therefore:

Ex∼N (0,Id)[〈x, u〉
2
1 {Eu}] = 2

∫ ∞

t
s2dΦ(s)

= Θ
(
t2Φ(t)

)
= O

(

p log
1

p

)

.

The first lemma is an application of the bound above:

Lemma 3.3. For all sufficiently negative b, and for any unit vector u, we have:

u⊤M0u = O

(
logα

α
b2Φ(b)

)

.

Proof. Since the target function σ(v⊤x+ b) is just zero on the region {v⊤x+ b < 0}, it follows from
Markov’s inequality that:

p := P[|y| ≥ τ, 〈x, v〉+ b < 0] ≤ OPT

τ2
.

By Lemma 2.3, we have OPT = O
(
Φ(b)
αb2

)

. Plugging in the value of τ and bound for OPT, we have:

p = O

(
Φ(b)

α

)

.

Now, for sufficiently large α and sufficiently negative b, the probability p would be small enough for
us to apply Lemma 3.2 and conclude that:

u⊤M0u = E[〈x, u〉2 1 {|y| ≥ τ, 〈x,w〉 + b < 0}]

= O
(

p log
1

p

)

= O

(
logα

α
b2Φ(b)

)

.
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The second lemma is an immediate consequence of u ⊥ v.

Lemma 3.4. For all sufficiently negative b, and for any unit vector u ⊥ v, we have:

u⊤M0u ≤ Φ(b).

Proof. Let xv, xu be the component of x along v, u, respectively. Because u ⊥ v, by the property of
isotropic Gaussian, we can integrate along the u-direction for each fixed xv = 〈x, v〉:

u⊤M1u = E[〈x, u〉2 1 {|y| ≥ τ, 〈x, v〉 + b ≥ 0}]
≤ E[〈x, u〉2 1 {〈x, v〉 + b ≥ 0}]

=

∫ ∞

|b|

∫ ∞

−∞
x2u dΦ(xu) dΦ(xv)

= Φ(b).

The proof of the third lemma follows the intuitive description in Section 1.1.

Lemma 3.5. For all sufficiently negative b, we have:

v⊤M1v = Ω
(
b2Φ(b)

)
.

Proof. For convenience, we will often use random variable z = 〈x, v〉. Define event A = {z+ b ≥ τ},
the outcomes on which the best-fit ReLU σ(z + b) takes value at least τ . It now suffices to show
the right hand side of the following expression is at least Ω

(
b2Φ(b)

)
:

v⊤M1v = E
[
〈x, v〉2 1 {|y| ≥ τ}

]
≥ E

[
z21 {y ≥ τ}1 {A}

]
.

Moreover, because t ≥ |b| on all of A, the proof is finished once we show that P[{y ≥ τ} ∩ A] ≥
0.01Φ(b).

Consider an adversary who wants to minimize the probability P[|y| ≥ τ | x ∈ A], under the

constraint that E
[(
y− σ(z + b)

)2
1 {A}

]
≤ OPT. Note that the adversary’s action can be recorded

as function p : [|b| + τ,∞) ∈ [0, 1], where p(z′) = P[y < τ | z = z′] is the probability that they
suppress the y value below threshold, when 〈x, v〉 = z′.

We first show that the optimal strategy for the adversary is to take p(z) = 1 {z ≤ t}, where t ∈
[|b|+ τ,∞) is the largest value for which the adversary does not exceed the budget:

t = sup

{

t′ ∈ [|b|+ τ,∞) :

∫ |b|+τ+t

|b|+τ
(z + b− τ)2 dΦ(z) ≤ OPT

}

,

which indicates the strategy to suppress exactly the smallest ReLU values. Consider any p(z) the
adversary picks, we WLOG suppose it exhausts all the budget:

∫ ∞

|b|+τ
(z + b− τ)2p(z) dΦ(z) = OPT =

∫ t

|b|+τ
(z + b− τ)2 dΦ(z),
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consequently,

∫ t

|b|+τ
(1− p(z))(z + b− τ)2p(z) dΦ(z) =

∫ ∞

t
p(z)(z + b− τ)2 dΦ(z), (5)

Now, to show 1 {z ≤ t} is optimal, it now suffices to show that it suppresses more contribution from
the ReLU than this p(z):

∫ t

|b|+τ
(1− p(z))z2 dΦ(z) ≥

∫ ∞

t
p(z)z2 dΦ(z). (6)

But this is immediately true in light of Eq. (5): the value z2

(z+b−τ)2
is always larger when z ≤ t than

when z ≥ t, hence the left hand side is indeed larger in Eq. (6). Intuitively, the adversary can gain
more by paying less when the ReLU value is small.

Now, to finish the proof, we have to show that the adversary, even under this optimal strategy,
cannot substantially harm the contribution from ReLU. We claim that for large α and sufficiently
negative b wee have t ≤ 1

|b| , otherwise the adversary would exceed its budget:

∫ |b|+τ+ 1
|b|

|b|+τ
(z + b− τ)2 dΦ(z) = Θ

(

e−1
∞∑

k=3

1

k!

)
∫ ∞

|b|+τ
(z + b− τ)2 dΦ(z)

= Θ

(

e−1
∞∑

k=3

1

k!

)

Φ(b− τ)

(b− τ)2

= Θ

(

e−2
∞∑

k=3

1

k!

)

Φ(b)

b2
.

Here the first equality is justified in Appendix A. Note that
(
e−2

∑∞
k=3

1
k!

)
is a constant independent

of α, hence by taking α large and OPT = O
(
Φ(b)
αb2

)

, we must have t ≤ 1
|b| . The proof is finished by

noting that Ω(1) fraction of the ReLU’s contribution is kept when t ≤ 1
|b| :

∫ ∞

|b|+τ+t
z2 dΦ(z) ≥

∫ ∞

|b|+ 2
|b|

z2 dΦ(z) = Ω
(
b2Φ(b)

)
.

3.2 Proof of main theorem.

The main theorem now follows from some linear algebra manipulation and concentration inequality.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. It’s clear now that M has greater magnitude in v than in any perpendicular
direction u ⊥ v, for sufficiently large α and negative b. We now show that the finite-sample
estimation M̂ using n = poly(d, 1/ε, 1/δ) samples is a good estimator of M , in the sense that its
top eigenvector still has a dominating component in v.
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For each sample i, the matrix E[xix
⊤
i 1 {|y| ≥ τ}] is a 1-sub-Gaussian matrix, and by an analog of

Hoeffding’s inequality for matrices (see [Tro12] for related results):

P
[
‖M̂ −M‖op > t

]
≤ 2d exp

(
− Ω(nt2)

)
.

Hence, by taking n = O
( log(d/δ)

Φ(b)2

)
= poly

(
log d, log 1

δ ,
1
ε

)
. we have ‖M̂ −M‖op ≤ Φ(b) with proba-

bility at least 1− δ. Combining this with previous lemmas, it follows that with the same probability
we have:

‖M̂u‖ = O

(
1

b2
+

log α

α

)

‖M̂v‖,

for all unit vector u ⊥ v.

Let w ∈ Rd be the output of thresholded PCA. We can decompose it into w = 〈w, v〉 · v+ 〈w, u〉 · u,
where u is again a unit vector perpendicular to v. Then:

‖M̂v‖ ≤ ‖M̂w‖ ≤ 〈w, v〉 ‖M̂v‖+ 〈w, u〉 ‖M̂u‖

≤
(

〈w, v〉 + 〈w, u〉 ‖M̂u‖
‖M̂v‖

)

‖M̂v‖

Therefore,

1 ≤ 〈w, v〉 + 〈w, u〉 ‖M̂u‖
‖M̂v‖

≤ 〈w, v〉+ ‖M̂u‖
‖M̂v‖

,

which means 〈w, v〉 ≥ 1− ‖M̂u‖
‖M̂v‖ .

Now the proof is finished by plugging in b ≤ −
√

α/ log α, in which case we have:

〈w, v〉 ≥ 1− ‖M̂u‖
‖M̂v‖

= 1−O

(
log α

α

)

,

as desired.

4 Reweighted Projected Gradient Descent and Guarantees

In this section, we show that given the warm start provided by thresholded PCA, our proposed
weighted PGD algorithm can find a constant-factor approximation to the best-fit ReLU. The pseu-
docode of this algorithm is presented in Algorithm 2.

Theorem 4.1. There exists constant α0 > 0 such that the following holds for all α ≥ α0. Let D be
a joint distribution of (x, y) over Rd × R such that the x-marginal is standard Gaussian. Let OPT
be the loss of the best-fit ReLU σ(〈x, v〉 + b) with ‖v‖ = 1. Suppose the zero function 0 has loss at
least α ·OPT+ ε. Further suppose |y| ≤ B, and that the initialization w0 has 〈w0, v〉 ≥ 0.9.

If bias b satisfies b ≤ b0 < 0 for some constant b0, then reweighted PGD with ρ = 0.5, λ = 0.9, and

η =
c′η

Φ((1−ρ)b) for some constant c′η can with probability 1− δ output a unit vector w such that:

σ(〈x,w〉 + b) ≤ α ·OPT+ ε,

using poly(d, 1/ε, 1/δ,B) time and samples per iteration, and in log(1/ε) iterations.
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Algorithm 2: Reweighted Projected Gradient Descent

Input: w0 ∈ Rd, b ∈ R−, η ∈ (0, 1);
for t = 1, 2, . . . , T = O(log(1/ε)) do

Get estimation v̂update of

(I − wtw
⊤
t )E

[

exp

(

ρ|b| 〈x,wt〉 −
ρ2b2

2

)

· xy · 1{〈x,wt〉 ≥ (ρ+ λ− λ2ρ)|b|}
]

from n = poly(d, 1δ ,
1
ε , B) fresh samples;

w̃t ← (wt−1, bt−1)− η · v̂update;
wt ← w̃t

‖w̃t‖ ;

ind← argmint∈[T ]{L(wt, b)};
return wind.

We hereby introduce some notations used in this section. We will focus heavily on the plane spanned
by vectors wt and v. Every x on this plane can be written as x = xw ·wt + x⊥ · v⊥, where v⊥ ⊥ wt

is the component of v that is orthogonal to wt:

v⊥ =
v − 〈v,wt〉wt

‖v − 〈v,wt〉wt‖
.

In Section 4.1, we explain Algorithm 2 in greater detail and introduce parameters ρ, λ ∈ (0, 1) to be
determined later. Then, we break down the proof of Theorem 4.1 into three intermediate results:
in Section 4.2 we lower-bound the contribution from the ReLU. In Section 4.3 we upper bound the
contribution from noise and determine the choice of ρ, λ. Finally, in Section 4.4 we account for the
sampling error, and show that ‖wt − v‖ decreases exponentially on each iteration w.h.p. as long as
the current loss is not yet α ·OPT.

4.1 Re-centering the Gaussian covariates

As noted in Section 1.1, GD modifies the direction of wi by gearing it towards the direction of the
conditioned correlation between x and y, E[xy · 1 {〈x,wt〉 ≥ −b}], to learn about the direction v⊥.
One reason for its failure is that the condition function is too coarse to have the following ideal
properties:

1. It should attempt to ignore the regions where 〈x, v〉 ≤ −b, since those are where the optimal
ReLU neuron is zero and not informative. Conversely, it would put more weight on regions
with large 〈x, v〉.

2. It should do so using the current estimated direction wi, without knowing the true direction
v.

In the rest of this subsection we will describe our approach, which applies both a weight function
ft(x) and a condition function 1{〈x,wt〉 ≥ b̃}, in order to achieve the objectives above. Instead of
E[xy · 1 {xw ≥ |b|}], on each iteration we make a “gradient” update using the vector

vupdate =
(
Id −wtw

⊤
t

)
E[ft(x) · x · y · 1{xw ≥ b̃}],
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where the two functions are defined via parameters ρ, λ ∈ (0, 1), to be determined in Section 4.3:

{

ft(x) = exp
(
ρ|b|xw − 1

2ρ
2b2
)
, and

b̃ = (ρ+ λ− λ2ρ)|b|.

Now we explain the choice of these values. Weight function ft(x) is the relative density that shifts
the standard Gaussian N (0, Id) to N (ρ|b|wt, Id). Parameter ρ controls the amount of shift, relative
to b.

Parameter λ can be understood as a lower bound for 〈wt, v〉. The condition function b̃ = (ρ + λ +
λ2ρ)|b| is chosen to minimize the influence of noise while maintaining most of contribution from
ReLU. Specifically, if 〈wt, v〉 = λ, then the value b̃ is precisely the xw-coordinate of the point in
region {x : 〈x, v〉 ≥ |b|} that is the closest to the new Gaussian center ρ|b|wt. In other words, it
cuts through the region where ReLU makes a positive contribution, in a way that at least half of
the contributions are preserved.

In the rest of the section we decompose vupdate into contributions from the optimal ReLU and from
noise: vupdate = vrelu + vnoise, where:







vrelu =
(
Id − wtw

⊤
t

)
E

[

ft(x) · x · σ(〈x, v〉+ b) · 1{xw ≥ b̃}
]

,

vnoise =
(
Id − wtw

⊤
t

)
E

[

ft(x) · x ·
(
y − σ(〈x, v〉+ b)

)
· 1{xw ≥ b̃}

]

.

4.2 Contribution from optimal ReLU

Now we prove a lower bound on
〈
vrelu, v

⊥〉. First, we introduce a technical lemma which lower-
bounds the contribution from ReLU on every “horizontal slice” (as in Fig. 3) of fixed xw. Its proof
can be found at Appendix C.

Lemma 4.2. Suppose ρ, λ ∈ (0, 1) such that ρλ > 1
2 . For any unit vector w, if 〈w, v〉 ≥ λ, then on

event E = {xw ≥ (λ− λ2ρ+ ρ)|b|}, for all x⊥ ≥ 0 we have:

σ
(
〈xww + x⊥v

⊥, v〉+ b
)
−σ
(
〈xww − x⊥v

⊥, v〉+ b
)

≥
(√

1− 〈w, v〉2
)

· σ
(

x⊥ −
√

1− λ2(1− λρ)|b|
)

. (7)

A second observation concerns the fact that ‖w − v‖ must be large when L(w) > α ·OPT:

Lemma 4.3. Suppose α is large and b sufficiently negative. For any unit vector w, if L(w, b) >
α ·OPT+ ε, then:

‖w − v‖ ≥ Ω

(
α ·OPT+ ε

Φ(b)

)

.

Proof. Let F (w, b) be the realizable loss E[(σ(〈x,w〉 + b) − σ(〈x, v〉 + b))2]. By an elementary
inequality we have L(w, b) ≤ 2OPT + F (w, b), which implies F (w) > 0.4α · OPT + ε for large α.
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Meanwhile, F (w) is upper bounded by ‖w − v‖ by the following:

F (w, b) = E[(σ(〈x,w〉+ b)− σ(〈x, v〉 + b))2]

≤ E[(〈x,w〉 − 〈x, v〉)21 {〈x,w〉 + b ≥ 0 or 〈x, v〉+ b ≥ 0}]
≤ 2E[〈x,w − v〉2 1 {〈x,w〉 ≥ |b|}]

= 2

∫ ∞

|b|

∫ ∞

−∞

〈

xww + x⊥v
⊥, w − v

〉2
dΦ(x⊥) dΦ(xw)

= 2

∫ ∞

|b|

∫ ∞

−∞

(

xw
‖w − v‖2

2
− x⊥

‖w − v‖‖w + v‖
2

)2

dΦ(x⊥) dΦ(xw)

≤
∫ ∞

|b|

∫ ∞

−∞

(
x2w‖w − v‖4 − x2⊥‖w − v‖2

)
dΦ(x⊥) dΦ(xw)

=

∫ ∞

|b|

(
x2w‖w − v‖4 + ‖w − v‖2

)
dΦ(xw)

≤
(
1.1‖w − v‖4b2 + ‖w − v‖2

)
Φ(b),

for sufficiently negative b.

If ‖w − v‖ ≤ 1
|b| , then F (w, b) ≤ 2.1‖w − v‖2Φ(b), and we have ‖w − v‖ >

√
0.4α·OPT+ε

2.1Φ(b) as desired.

On the other hand, if ‖w − v‖ > 1
|b| , then ‖w − v‖2Φ(b) ≥ Φ(b)

b2
≥ α·OPT+ε

6 by Lemma 2.3 and
Lemma 2.4, and the proof is finished.

Now we are ready to lower bound the contribution from the optimal ReLU:

Lemma 4.4. Let ρ, λ ∈ (0, 1) be constants with ρλ ≥ 1
2 . If on iteration t we have 〈wt, v〉 ≥ λ and

L(wt, b) > α ·OPT, then:

〈vrelu, v⊥〉 = Ω
(√

α ·OPT
)
· e

− b2

2

(
(1−λρ)2− 1

2

)

|b|3/2 , (8)

as b→ −∞.

Proof. Note that ft(x) is really a function of xw, so we write it as ft(xw) in this proof. Using the
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coordinate system of wt and v⊥, we can write the desired expression as:

E
[
ft(x)·x⊥ · σ(〈x, v〉+ b)1

{
xw ≥ (ρ+ λ− λ2ρ)|b|

} ]

=

∫ ∞

(ρ+λ−λ2ρ)|b|
ft(xw)

∫ ∞

−∞
x⊥ · σ(〈x, v〉+ b) dΦ(x⊥) dΦ(xw)

≥
∫ ∞

(ρ+λ−λ2ρ)|b|
ft(xw)

∫ ∞

0
x⊥ ·

√

1− 〈wt, v〉2 · σ
(

x⊥ −
√

1− λ2(1− λρ)|b|
)

dΦ(x⊥) dΦ(xw)

=

√

1− 〈wt, v〉2
∫ ∞

(ρ+λ−λ2ρ)|b|
ft(xw)

∫ ∞
√
1−λ2(1−λρ)|b|

x⊥
(

x⊥ −
√

1− λ2(1− λρ)|b|
)

dΦ(x⊥) dΦ(xw)

=

√

1− 〈wt, v〉2
∫ ∞

(ρ+λ−λ2ρ)|b|
ft(xw) · Φ

(√

1− λ2(1− λρ)b
)

dΦ(xw)

=

√

1− 〈wt, v〉2
∫ ∞

(λ−λ2ρ)|b|
Φ
(√

1− λ2(1− λρ)b
)

dΦ(xw)

=
√

1− 〈wt, v〉 · Φ
(√

1− λ2(1− λρ)b
)

· Φ
(
λ(1− λρ)b

)

= Ω(‖w − v‖) ·
ϕ
(√

1− λ2(1− λρ)b
)

· ϕ
(
λ(1− λρ)b

)

√
1− λ2λ(1− λρ)2b2

.

Here, the second inequality is due to Lemma 4.2. The third equality is by only considering the parts
where σ is positive. The next is by a standard Gaussian integral. The fifth is a change-of-variable,
due to shifting the Gaussian center to ρ|b|xw. The second-to-last equality is elementary, and the
final estimation is by Mills’ ratio in Appendix A.

Using the fact that ϕ(a) · ϕ(b) = Θ
(
e−

a2+b2

2

)
, and plugging in Lemma 4.3, for any fixed λ, ρ we

have:

〈

vrelu, v
⊥
〉

= Ω(1) ·
√

α ·OPT

Φ(b)
· e

− b2

2
(1−λρ)2

b2

= Ω
(√

α ·OPT
)
· e

− b2

2

(
(1−λρ)2− 1

2

)

|b|3/2

4.3 Contribution from noise

In this section we complete the other task of bounding the contribution to vupdate from noise. We
will also compare the ReLU and noise contributions, and conclude on a choice for parameters ρ, λ.

Lemma 4.5. Let λ, ρ ∈ (0, 1) be constants. For all unit vector u such that u ⊥ w, we have:

〈vnoise, u〉 = O(
√
OPT) · e

− b2

2

(
−ρ2+ 1

2
(λ+ρλ2−ρ)2

)

|b|1/2 . (9)
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Proof. Using Cauchy-Schwarz, we can bound 〈vnoise, u〉 by:

E
D
[f(x) · 〈x, u〉 · (y − σ(〈x, v〉+ b))1 {E}]

≤
√

E[(y − σ(〈x, v〉+ b))2]
√

E[f(x)21 {xw ≥ (ρ+ λ− λ2ρ)|b|}]
=
√
2OPT ·

√

E[f(x)21 {xw ≥ (ρ+ λ− λ2ρ)|b|}]

The second term can be explicitly written as an integral:

E[f(x)21
{
xw ≥ (ρ+ λ− λ2ρ)|b|

}
] =

∫ ∞

(ρ+λ+ρλ2)|b|
ϕ(xw) · exp(2ρ|b|xw − ρ2b2) dxw

=
1√
2π

∫ ∞

(ρ+λ+ρλ2)|b|
exp

(

−1

2
x22 + 2ρ|b|xw − 2ρ2b2 + ρ2b2

)

dxw

= exp(ρ2b2) · P
xw∼N (2ρ|b|,Id)

[
xw ≥ (λ+ ρλ2 + ρ)|b|

]

= exp(ρ2b2) · Φ
(
(λ+ ρλ2 − ρ)b

)
.

Plugging this back in, we have:

〈vnoise, u〉 ≤
√
2OPT ·

√

exp(ρ2b2) · Φ
(
(λ+ ρλ2 − ρ)b

)

= O
(√

OPT
)
· 1

ϕ(ρb)
·
√

Φ
(
(λ+ ρλ2 − ρ)b

)

= O
(√

OPT
)
· 1

ϕ(ρb)
·
√

ϕ
(
(λ+ ρλ2 − ρ)b

)

(λ+ ρλ2 − ρ)|b|

= O
(√

OPT
)
· e

− b2

2

(
−ρ2+ 1

2
(λ+ρλ2−ρ)2

)

|b|1/2 ,

as desired.

Now we can show the realizable contribution dominates the update direction, under suitable ρ, λ.

Lemma 4.6. The following holds for all sufficiently large α. Suppose L(wt, b) > α · OPT and the
zero function incurs loss at least α ·OPT+ ε. Set λ = 0.9 and ρ ∈ (0.3, 0.6). If 〈wt, v〉 ≥ λ, the for
all u ⊥ w we have: ∣

∣
〈
vnoise, v

⊥〉∣∣

〈vrelu, v⊥〉
= e−Ω(b2),

for all sufficiently negative b.

Proof.

To compare Eq. (8) and Eq. (9), we first consider the terms involving e−
1
b2 . To ensure

〈
vnoise, v

⊥〉

dominates, we want it to have a smaller coefficient inside exp
(
− b2

2

)
, namely:

(1− ρλ)2 − 1

2
−
(

− ρ2 +
1

2
(λ+ ρλ2 − ρ)2

)

≤ −Ω(1). (10)
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This is true when λ ≥ 0.9 and ρ ∈ [0.3, 0.6], in which case the right hand side is less than −0.01.
Consequently, for any unit vector u such that u ⊥ w,

|〈vnoise, u〉|
〈vrelu, v⊥〉

=
O(1) · e− b2

2

(
−ρ2+ 1

2
(λ+ρλ2−ρ)2

)

/|b|1/2

Ω(
√
α) · e− b2

2

(
(1−λρ)2− 1

2

)

/|b|3/2

≤ O(1) · e− 0.16·b2

2 · |b|
Ω(
√
α)

= e−Ω(b2).

A few extra comments about results in this subsection:

1. Eq. (10) does not have solution when λ <

√

1
7 +

2
√
2

7 ≈ 0.74, meaning that a warm start is
necessary. This also agrees with the hardness result: reweighted PGD is a CSQ algorithm, but
we need something strictly stronger, such as thresholded PCA, to build a poly-time algorithm.

2. We also need ρ > 0 for it to be feasible, so reweighting is necessary.

3. It’s not trivial how far we should shift the Gaussian mean along w. In particular, taking ρ = 1,
then Eq. (10) is true only when λ > 1, an infeasible solution.

4.4 Making progress on each update

Recall that our algorithm makes update by setting wt+1 :=
wt+ηv̂update

‖wt+ηv̂update‖ , where v̂update is the

estimation of vupdate from n new samples. In this subsection we will prove that, with appropriate
values of η and n, wt gets provably close to v on each iteration with high probability.

First we upper bound on magnitude ‖vupdate‖:
Lemma 4.7. For any ρ, λ ∈ (0, 1), if 〈wt, v〉 ≥ λ, then:

‖vupdate‖ = O(‖wt − v‖) · Φ
(
(1− ρ)b

)
.

Proof.

‖vupdate‖ = max
unit u:u⊥wt

〈vupdate, u〉

≤
〈

vrelu, v
⊥
〉

+ max
unit u:u⊥w

〈vnoise, u〉

=
(
1 + o(1)

) 〈

vrelu, v
⊥
〉

,

as b→ −∞. It therefore suffices for us to upper bound
〈
vrelu, v

⊥〉. We will take ft(x) into account by
considering the shifted distribution: let D′ be the modified distribution of (x, y), with the x-marginal
being N (ρ|b|wt, Id). Then we have:

〈

vrelu, v
⊥
〉

= E
D

[

f(x) · x⊥ · σ(〈x, v〉+ b) ·
(
1− 1

{
〈x,wt〉 < (ρ+ λ− λ2ρ)|b|

} )]

= E
D′
[x⊥ · σ(〈x, v〉+ b)]− E

D′
[x⊥ · σ(〈x, v〉+ b)1

{
〈x,wt〉 < (ρ+ λ− λ2ρ)|b|

}
].
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Note that the second term is nonnegative: for any fixed xw, the value of σ(〈x, v〉+ b) always grows
with x⊥, hence they have positive correlation. It now suffices to upper bound the first term:

E
D′
[〈x, v⊥〉 · σ(〈x, v〉+ b)] ≤ E

D′
[〈x− ρ|b|wt, v

⊥〉 · σ(〈x− ρ|b|wt, v〉 − (1− ρ)|b|)]

= E
D
[〈x, v⊥〉 · σ(〈x, v〉 − (1− ρ)|b|)]

= 〈v, v⊥〉Φ
(
(1− ρ)|b|

)
.

The first inequality uses wt ⊥ v⊥ and 〈wt, v〉 ≤ 1. The second inequality applies change of variable,
taking x to be the previous x− ρ|b|wt, since both random variables have distribution N (0, Id). The

proof is finished by noting 〈v, v⊥〉 =
√

1− 〈wt, v〉2 = O(
√

1− 〈wt, v〉) = O(‖wt − v‖).

Now we bound the number of fresh samples we need on each iteration:

Lemma 4.8. Suppose |y| ≤ B for some large constant B, and let λ, ρ ∈ (0, 1) be constants. For all
sufficiently negative b and n = poly

(
d, 1δ ,

1
ε , B

)
new samples, with probability ≥ 1− δ we have:

‖v̂update − vupdate‖ ≤ 0.01‖vupdate‖,
on any iteration t.

Proof. We will apply the multivariate Chebyshev’s inequality [MO60] Let µ and Σ denote the mean
and covariance matrix of the vector f(x) · x · y · 1

{
xw ≥ (ρ+ λ− λ2ρ)|b|

}
. For any unit vector u,

we have:

u⊤Σu ≤ E[f(x)2 〈x, u〉2 y2]
≤ B2

(
E[f(x)4]

)1/2(
E[〈x, u〉4]

)1/2

= O(B2) ·
∫ ∞

−∞
exp(4ρ|b|xw − 2ρ2b2)ϕ(xw) dx

= O
(
B2e6ρ

2b2
)
,

where ρ ∈ [0.3, 0.6] as before. Since random variable v̂update has covariance 1
nΣ, by Chebyshev’s

inequality, for all s > 0 we have:

P
[
‖v̂update − vupdate‖ ≥ O(Be3ρ

2b2s/
√
n)
]
= P

[√

v̂⊤updateΩ(e
−6ρ2b2/nB2)Idv̂update ≥ s

]

≤ P

[√

v̂⊤update
Σ−1

n
v̂update ≥ s

]

≤ d

s2
.

To make this at most δ
T where T is the number of iterations, we take s =

√
d
δT . In order for

O(Be3ρ
2b2s/

√
n) ≤ 0.01‖vupdate‖ = O

(
Φ((1− ρ)b)

)
, it suffices to have:

n = O

(

sBe3ρ
2b2

Φ(b)

)2

= poly

(

d,
1

δ
,
1

ε
,B, T

)

.
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Finally, we make provable progress on each iteration when η is set properly:

Lemma 4.9. Let ρ = 1√
2

and λ = 0.9. At any iteration t, if η = cη
‖wt−v‖
‖vupdate‖ for some cη ≤ 0.1,

then:
‖wt+1 − v‖2 ≤

(
1− Ω(cη)

)
‖wt − v‖2.

Proof.

‖wt − v‖2 − ‖wt+1 − v‖2 =
〈wt+1, v〉 − 〈wt, v〉

2

=
1

2

[〈
wt + ηv̂update
‖wt + ηv̂update‖

, v

〉

− 〈wt, v〉
]

=
η〈v̂update, v〉+ (1− ‖wt + ηv̂update‖) 〈wt, v〉

2‖wt + ηv̂update‖

≥ η〈v̂update, v〉 − η2‖v̂update‖2
2 〈wt, v〉

2‖wt + ηv̂update‖
.

When b is sufficiently negative, by Lemma 4.8, with probability ≥ 1 − δ we have 〈v̂update, v⊥〉 ≥
0.9‖v̂update‖. Therefore:

〈v̂update, v〉 =
√

1− 〈wt, v〉2〈v̂update, v⊥〉 ≥ ‖wt − v‖ · 0.9‖v̂update‖

Suppose we take η = cη
‖wt−v‖
‖v̂update‖ for any cη ≤ 0.1, then:

‖wt − v‖2 − ‖wt+1 − v‖2 ≥ η‖v̂update‖ ·
0.9‖wt − v‖ − 1

2η‖v̂update‖
2‖wt + ηv̂update‖

= cη‖wt − v‖ · (0.9 − 0.5cη)‖wt − v‖
O(1)

= Ω(cη‖wt − v‖2).

Since ‖v̂update‖ ≤ 1.1‖vupdate‖ = O(‖wt − v‖)Φ
(
(1− ρ)b

)
, it suffices to set η to be:

η =
c′η

Φ
(
(1− ρ)b

) ,

for some sufficiently small universal constant c′η. Since ‖wt − v‖ decreases exponentially, T =
O(log(1/ε)) iterations suffice to obtain the desired ‖wt − v‖ ≤ O

(
(α · OPT + ε)/Φ(b)

)
for some

t ∈ [T ], which produces L(wt, b) ≤ α ·OPT+ ε by Lemma 4.3. Plugging this T back to the sample
complexity, and our main theorem follows.
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4.5 Putting things together

Now we can rigorously state the main algorithmic result of this paper:

Theorem 4.10. There exists a constant α, such that for all W,B > 0 the following holds. Let D be
a the joint distribution of (x, y) ∈ Rd×R, where the x-marginal is N (0, Id) and y satisfying |y| ≤ B
almost surely. With population expectations replaced by finite-sample estimates, Algorithm 1 will
run in poly(d, 1ε ,

1
δ ,W,B) time and samples, and with probability at least 1− δ, outputs parameters

ŵ ∈ Rn, b̂ ∈ R, such that:
L(ŵ, b̂) ≤ α · inf

w∈Rd,b∈R:
‖w‖2≤W

L(w, b) + ε.

Proof. The prior works that we use [ATV23, DKTZ22a] both guarantee some constant approxima-
tion factor. We can simply take the maximum between their factors and our algorithm’s approxi-
mation factor to be the final approximation factor.

Regarding the special case of positive bias: the algorithm in [DKTZ22a] works for a class of un-
bounded activations, which includes positively biased ReLUs. Specifically, for any b > 0, the new
activation function σ̃(〈x,w〉) = σ(〈x,w〉 + b) is a valid activation function under their framework.
We note that this requires knowledge about b, but we can again do a grid search over the “guesses”
of b in polynomial time, since |y| is bounded.

Moreover, the algorithm [ATV23] for moderately-biased ReLU can solve all constant-bounded bias,
for any constant of our choice. The trade-off is that the approximation factor is larger as we allow
for larger constants. This guarantee is good enough for our purpose, as our algorithm has provable
guarantee when b ≤ bα < 0, where bα is constant.

Now we have reduced to the b → −∞ regime. Since we also consider the zero function 0 as a
potential output, it also suffices to assume 0 incurs loss > α ·OPT+ ε. This allows us to apply our
main theorems in Section 3 and Section 4, which take into account finite-sample estimations.

Finally, we bound the time complexity of our grid search approach. Suppose the optimal ReLU is
some non-zero function σ(〈x, v〉 + b). Then, from ε = O

(
Φ(b)/b2

)
we know b = O(

√

log 1/ε), and
we also have ‖v‖ ≤W by assumption. This means the grid search with accuracy 0.1

√
ε terminates

in poly(W, 1/ε) rounds.

During the grid search, there must be some pair (βind, γind) of parameters that correctly estimates
the optimal ‖v‖, b each up to error at most 0.1

√
ε. Since we apply the subroutines in a way that

produces a smaller error margin than α and ε:

Lind ≤ 0.1α ·OPTind + 0.1
ε

β2
ind

,

this loss will indeed translate into α ·OPT+ ε via Proposition 2.1 and Proposition 2.2.

5 Lower Bounds for CSQ algorithms

In this section we show the following theorem:
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Theorem 5.1 (Same as Theorem 1.2). There exists a function F (ε) that goes to infinity as ε→ 0,
such that for any ε > 0 and any constant α ≥ 1, there exists a family of instances with OPT ≤ ε/α
such that any CSQ algorithm that can agnostically learn an arbitrary ReLU neuron with loss at most
α ·OPT+ ε (as defined in Eq. (2)) must use either 2d

Ω(1)
queries or queries of tolerance d−F (ε).

In this section we will follow a standard procedure for showing CSQ hardness, which can be found
in e.g. [DKPZ21]. We use many lemmas from previous works as black box.

5.1 Preliminaries on high-dimensional geometry and CSQ

Before proving the main theorem, we shall introduce some helpful lemmas from previous works. The
first lemma quantifies the fact that, for large d, there are exponentially many near-perpendicular
directions in Rd.

Lemma 5.2 (Lemma 3.7 from [DKS17]). For any constant c ∈ (0, 12), there exists a set S of 2Ω(dc)

unit vectors in Rd, such that for each distinct u, v ∈ S we have:

| 〈u, v〉 | = O(dc−
1
2 ).

Next, we introduce some background in CSQ hardness. Most of these definitions and lemmas can
be traced back to the seminal work [FGR+13].

Definition 5.3 (CSQ dimension). Let Dx be a distribution over space X , G a set of functions from
X to R, and β, γ two positive parameters. We define the correlational statistical query dimension
of G w.r.t. Dx with pairwise correlation (γ, β), denoted CSDDx(G, γ, β), to be the largest integer D
such that, there is a subset of D functions {f1, . . . , fD} ⊆ G, such that for all i, j ∈ [D]:

∣
∣Ex∼Dx[fi(x)fj(x)]

∣
∣ ≤

{

γ , if i 6= j,

β , if i = j.

Definition 5.4 (average CSQ dimension). Let Dx be a distribution over space X , G a finite set of
functions from X to R, and γ a positive parameter. We define the average pairwise correlation of
functions in G to be:

ρ(G) = 1

|G|2
∑

f,g∈G

∣
∣Ex∼Dx[f(x)g(x)]

∣
∣.

Then, the average correlational statistical query dimension of G w.r.t. Dx with parameter γ, denoted
CSDADx(G, γ), is the largest integer D such that every subset G′ ⊆ G of size at least |G|

D has average
pairwise correlation ρ(G′) ≥ γ.

The next lemma shows large CSQ dimension implies large average CSQ dimension:

Lemma 5.5. Let Dx be a distribution over space X , and let G a finite set of functions from X to
R with CSDDx(G, γ, β) = D for some γ, β > 0. Then, for all γ′ > 0, we have:

CSDDx(G, γ + γ′) ≥ Dγ′

β − γ
.

Finally, large Average CSQ dimension implies the following CSQ hardness result:
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Lemma 5.6 (Theorem B.1 in [GGJ+20]). Suppose x ∼ Dx and let H be a real-valued function
class that includes the zero-function, with Ex∼Dx[f(x)

2] ≥ η for all non-zero f ∈ H. Let D =
CSDADx(H, γ) for some γ > 0, then any CSQ algorithm that realizably learns H up to L2 error
strictly smaller than η needs at least D

2 queries or queries of tolerance
√
γ.

5.2 Hermite expansion of negatively biased ReLU

We first define some new notations. For any k ∈ N, let Hk(x) be the kth Hermite polynomial
(probabilist’s version):

Hk(x) = (−1)k exp
(x2

2

) dk

dxk
exp

(

− x2

2

)

,

Note that
∫∞
−∞Hk(s)

2 dΦ(s) = k!, so the set

{
Hk(x)√

k!
: k ∈ N

}

forms an orthonormal basis for Hilbert space L2
N , the space of all square-integrable functions under

to the standard Gaussian measure. We use 〈f, g〉N and ‖g‖N to denote the inner product and norm
of this space, defined by: {

〈f, g〉N :=
∫∞
−∞ f(s)g(s) dΦ(s),

‖f‖2N := 〈f, f〉N .

We are now equipped to analyze the Hermite expansion of negatively-biased ReLUs:

Lemma 5.7 (Lemma 3.5 of [ATV21]). Let fb(s) = σ(s − b) for some b < 0. Then,

{

〈fb,H0〉N = ϕ(b)− |b|Φ(b),
〈fb,H1〉N = Φ(b),

and for all k ≥ 2:

〈fb,Hk〉N = (−1)k ·Hk−2(b) · ϕ(b)
= Hk−2(|b|) · ϕ(b)

Consequently, as b → −∞, the b-biased ReLU will correlate less with low-degree Hermite polyno-
mials, in the following sense:

Lemma 5.8. Fix any t ∈ N. Let fb(s) = σ(s − b), then as b→ −∞, we have:

t∑

k=0

〈

fb,
Hk√
k!

〉2

= o(1) · ‖f‖2N .

Proof. By Parseval’s identity:

∞∑

k=0

〈

fb,
Hk√
k!

〉

= ‖fb‖2N =
(
2 + o(1)

)ϕ(b)

|b|3 .
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Applying Lemma 5.7, we have:

∑t
k=0

〈

fb,
Hk√
k!

〉2

‖fb‖2N
=

o(ϕ(b)2) +
∑t

k=2Hk−2(|b|)2 · ϕ(b)2/k!
(2 + o(1))ϕ(b)/|b|3

= O
(
p(|b|)

)
· ϕ(b),

for some polynomial p of bounded degree. Since ϕ(b) decreases exponentially with |b|, this value
vanishes as b→ −∞.

Finally, we prove the following lemma that is tailor-made for our problem.

Lemma 5.9. The following holds for all sufficiently small ε. Let gε(s) = σ(s − bε), where bε is
chosen so that ‖gε‖2N = 3ε. Let integer tε ∈ N be:

tε := max

{

t ∈ N :

t∑

k=0

〈

gε,
Hk√
k!

〉2

N
≤ ε

α

}

,

then, we have tε →∞ as ε→ 0.

Proof. By the previous lemma, for any fixed t we have

t∑

k=0

〈

gε,
Hk√
n!

〉2

N
= o(1) · ‖gε‖2N = o(ε).

Hence tε cannot be bounded as ε→ 0.

5.3 Proof of main theorem

To bound the pairwise correlation of two functions defined on almost-perpendicular directions, we
introduce one final lemma which we use as a black box:

Lemma 5.10 (Lemma 2.3 from [DKPZ21]). For function g : R → R and unit vectors u, v ∈ Rd,
we have:

E
x∈N (0,Id)

[g(〈x, u〉)g(〈x, v〉)] ≤
∞∑

k=0

| 〈u, v〉 |k ·
〈

g,
Hk(x)√

k!

〉2

N
.

We are now ready to show the main hardness result. Suppose some CSQ algorithm A can agnostically
learn ReLUs with unbounded bias up to error α ·OPT+ε. We first fix some sufficiently small ε > 0,
and consider the following set:

G = {Gv,ε = g̃ε(〈x, v〉) : v ∈ S},

where S is the set of 2d
Ω(1)

almost-perpendicular unit vectors in Lemma 5.2, and g̃ε is a modification
of gε in Lemma 5.9, by removing the first tε Hermite components from the latter:

g̃ε(s) =

∞∑

k=tε+1

〈

gε,
Hk√
k!

〉

N

Hk(s)√
k!

.
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We now show that the functions {Gv,ε : v ∈ S} have small pairwise correlation. For each distinct
u, v ∈ S:

E
x∈N (0,Id)

[Gu,ε(x)Gv,ε(x)] ≤
∞∑

k=0

| 〈u, v〉 |k ·
〈

g̃ε,
Hk(x)√

k!

〉2

N

=

∞∑

k=tε+1

| 〈u, v〉 |k ·
〈

g̃ε,
Hk(x)√

k!

〉2

N

≤ | 〈u, v〉 |tε+1
∞∑

k=tε+1

〈

g̃ε,
Hk(x)√

k!

〉2

N

≤ d−Ω(tε) · ‖g̃ε‖2N .

Here, the first step is by Lemma 5.10, and the last step is by property of S in Lemma 5.2. Since we
also have E

x∈N (0,Id)
[Gu,ε(x)

2] = ‖g̃ε‖2N by definition, this means:

CSDN (0,Id)

(
G, d−Ω(tε)‖g̃ε‖2N , ‖g̃ε‖2N

)
≥ 2d

Ω(1)
.

Applying Lemma 5.5 with γ = γ′ = d−Ω(tε)‖g̃ε‖2N , this translates into:

CSDAN (0,Id)

(
G, d−Ω(tε)‖g̃ε‖2N

)
≥ 2d

Ω(1) · d−Ω(tε) · ‖g̃ε‖2N
(1− d−Ω(tε))‖g̃ε‖2N

= 2d
Ω(1)

for all sufficiently large d.

Now we show that A can learn this low-correlation class G up to nontrivial accuracy. Given CSQ-
oracle access to x ∼ N (0, Id) and y labeled by some Gv,ε(x), A outputs a function h with error at
most:

E
x∼N (0,Id)

[(
h(x)−Gv,ε(x)

)2] ≤ α · E
x∼N (0,Id)

[(
σ(〈x, v〉+ bε)−Gv,ε(x)

)2]
+ ε

= α · ‖gε − g̃ε‖2N + ε

≤ α · ε
α
+ ε

<

(

3− 1

α

)

ε

≤ E
x∼N (0,Id)

[Gv,ε(x)
2].

We can thus apply Lemma 5.6 with η = ‖g̃ε‖N = Ex∼N (0,Id)[Gv,ε(x)
2], and conclude that A must

use 2d
Ω(1)

queries or queries of tolerance d−Ω(tε). Now the proof is finished since tε →∞ as ε→ 0.
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A Mills ratio and Gaussian integrals

Let ϕ,Φ be the pdf and cdf of a one-dimensional Gaussian respectively. The Mills ratio at t, for
t > 0, is defined as:

m(t) =
1− Φ(t)

ϕ(t)
,

namely the ratio between Gaussian tail and Gaussian density. This ratio has the following asymp-
totic expansion “around infinity" (see e.g. [Sma10]):

m(t) ∼ 1

t
− 1

t3
+

1 · 3
t5
− 1 · 3 · 5

t7
+ . . . ,

where the error of every partial sum is bounded by the absolute value of the next term.

We note that this series diverges for any fixed t, since the numerator grows like a factorial. On
the other hand, at the limit t → ∞, the more terms we have in a partial sum, the quicker the
approximation error of this partial sum converges to zero.

Using Mills ratio, we now estimate the values of the following integrals:

• The following is often used in thresholded PCA: As b→ −∞,

∫ ∞

|b|
t2 dΦ(t) = |b|ϕ(b) + Φ(b)

=
(
1 + o(1)

)
b2Φ(b).

• The next one is very useful in general, as it bounds the L2 norm of a negatively biased ReLU
nrueon: as b→ −∞,

∫ ∞

|b|
(t+ b)2 dΦ(t) = (b2 + 1)Φ(b)− |b|ϕ(b)

=
2 + o(1)

b2
Φ(b).

• The following does not need b→ −∞ but is often used. For all b, we have:

∫ ∞

−b
t(t+ b) dΦ(t) = Φ(b).

We note that this is a special case of Lemma 5.7.

• This is used in proof for Lemma 3.5 with b− τ in place of the value b below. Let h = c
|b| for

some constant c, then:

∫ ∞

|b|+h
(t+ b)2ϕ(t) dt = (1 + o(1)) · e−c ·

(

1 + c+
c2

2

)

·
∫ ∞

|b|
(t+ b)2ϕ(t) dt.
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Using the asymptotic expansion of Mills ratio:

∫ ∞

|b|+h
(t+ b)2ϕ(t) dt = (b2 + 1)Φ (b− h) + (b+ h)ϕ (b− h)

= ϕ (b− h)

[

(b2 + 1)

(
1

|b− h| −
1

|b− h|3 +
3 + o(1)

|b− h|5
)

+ (b+ h)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

b2−h2

−|b−h|

]

=
ϕ(b − h)

|b− h|

[

(b2 + 1)

(

1− 1

(b− h)2
+

3 + o(1)

(b− h)4

)

− (b2 − h2)

]

= Φ(b− h)

[

(b2 + 1)

(

− 1

(b− h)2
+

3 + o(1)

(b− h)4

)

+ 1 + h2)

]

= Φ(b− h) ·
−(b2 + 1) + (1 + h2)(b− h)2 + (3+o(1))(b2+1)

(b−h)2

(b− h)2

= Φ(b− h) ·
−1− 2bh+ h2 + b2h2 − 2bh3 + h4 + (3+o(1))(b2+1)

(b−h)2

(b− h)2
.

Plugging in h = c
|b| = o(1), we have

∫ ∞

|b|+h
(t+ b)2ϕ(t) dt

= Φ(b− h) ·
−1 + 2c+ h2 + c2 + 2ch2 + h4 + (3+o(1))(b2+1)

(b−h)2

(b− h)2

= Φ(b− h) · c
2 + 2c+ 2 + o(1)

b2

= (1 + o(1)) · e−c ·
(

1 + c+
c2

2

)

·
∫ ∞

|b|
(t+ b)2ϕ(t) dt.

B Omitted proofs from Section 2

Recall that D̂ is the distribution over (x, ŷ) where ŷ = y
‖v‖ . Suppose the best-fitting ReLU for D is

some σ(〈x, v〉 + b) where v is not necessarily a unit vector.

Proposition B.1 (Same as Proposition 2.1). In the above setting, the optimal ReLU for D̂ is

σ(〈x, v̂〉 + b̂) where ‖v̂‖ = v/‖v‖ is a unit vector and b̂ = b/‖v‖, and it has loss ÔPT = L̂(v, b) =
OPT/‖v‖2.

Moreover, suppose parameters w, bw incur loss L̂(w, bw) ≤ α · ÔPT+ε on the normalized problem D̂.
Then, the pair (‖v‖w, ‖v‖bw) would incur loss L(‖v‖w, ‖v‖bw) ≤ α · OPT + ‖v‖2ε on the original
problem D.
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Proof. The first fact follows from the fact that the ReLU function σ is homogeneous:

σ(〈x,w〉+ bw)− y = ‖v‖ ·
(

σ
(〈

x,
w

‖v‖

〉

+
bw
‖v‖

)

− ŷ

)

, for all choices of w ∈ R, bw ∈ R.

The second is a result of scaling everything by 1/‖v‖, except the additive ε:

1

2
ED[(‖v‖h(x) − y)2] = ‖v‖2 · 1

2
E[(h(x) − ŷ)2]

≤ ‖v‖2
(α

2
· ED̂[(σ(〈x, v̂〉+ b̂)− ŷ)2] + ε

)

= α · 1
2
E[(σ(〈x, v〉+ b)− y)2] + ‖v‖2ε

= α ·OPT+ ‖v‖2ε.

Proposition B.2 (Same as Proposition 2.2). Let v̂ be the unit vector in v’s direction. Suppose we
estimate ‖v‖ up to additive error δv and b up to additive error δb. Let function h be an (αL + ε)-
approximation of the following ReLU function with loss L:

σ(〈x, v + δv v̂〉+ b+ δb).

Then, if |δv |, |δb| ≤ 0.1
√
ε, we have:

E[(h(x)− y)2] ≤ O(α) ·OPT+O(ε).

Proof. We will repeatedly apply the elementary inequality (a+ b)2 ≤ 2a2 + 2b2. First, we compare
the loss of the estimated optimal ReLU with OPT:

E
[(
σ(〈x, v + δv v̂〉+ b+ δb)− y

)2]

≤ 2E
[(
σ(〈x, v + δv v̂〉+ b+ δb)− σ(〈x, v〉+ b)

)2]
+ 2OPT

≤ 4E
[(
σ(〈x, v + δv v̂〉+ b+ δb)− σ(〈x, v〉+ b+ δb)

)2]

+ 4E
[(
σ(〈x, v〉 + b+ δb)− σ(〈x, v〉+ b)

)2]
+ 2OPT.

Since σ is 1-Lipschitz, we can remove it, cancel the terms before squaring, and get an upper bound:

E
[(
σ(〈x, v + δv v̂〉+ b+ δb)− y

)2] ≤ 4E[
(
〈x, δv v̂〉)2] + 4δ2b + 2OPT.

Note that the first term on the right is just 4δ2v . Since our goal is constant approximation plus ε, it
suffices to take |δv| = |δb| ≤ 0.1

√
ε, and have:

E[(h(x)− y)2] ≤ α · E
[(
σ(〈x, v + δv v̂〉+ b+ δb)− y

)2]
+ ε

≤ 0.08ε + 2α ·OPT+ ε,

as desired.
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Lemma B.3 (Same as Lemma 2.3). Suppose α ≥ 3. Let σ(〈x, v〉 + b) be the optimal ReLU with
loss OPT, where ‖v‖ = 1 and b sufficiently negative. If the zero function is not an α-approximation
to the loss of σ(〈x, v〉 + b), namely,

1

2
E[y2] > α ·OPT,

then we have:

OPT <
3Φ(b)

αb2
.

Proof. By assumption we know that 1
2E[y

2] > αOPT. By the same elementary inequality, we have:

α ·OPT <
1

2
E[y2] ≤ E

[(
y − σ(〈x, v〉+ b)

)2]
+ E[σ(〈x, v〉 + b)2]

= 2OPT +
(
2 + o(1)

)Φ(b)

b2
.

Rearranging:

OPT <

(
2 + o(1)

)
Φ(b)

(α− 2)b2

=
3Φ(b)

αb2
,

for all large α.

Lemma B.4 (Same as Lemma 2.4). Suppose α ≥ 2. Let σ(〈x, v〉 + b) be the optimal ReLU with
loss OPT, where ‖v‖ = 1 and b sufficiently negative. Then:

ε <
3Φ(b)

b2
.

Proof. Since the loss incurred by 0 is exactly 1
2E[y

2], we have:

α ·OPT+ ε <
1

2
E[y2]

≤ 2OPT + E[σ(〈v, x〉+ b)2]

= 2OPT +
(2 + o(1))Φ(b)

b2
.

Since α ≥ 2, for sufficiently negative b this implies:

ε ≤ 3Φ(b)/b2,

as desired.
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C Proof for Lemma 4.2

Let Λ = 〈w, v〉. We shall restate and prove the lemma:

Lemma C.1 (Same as Lemma 4.2). Consider the plane spanned by w and v, under the coordinate
x = xw · w + x⊥ · v⊥. Suppose ρ, λ ∈ (0, 1) such that ρλ > 1

2 . If Λ ≥ λ, then on event E = {xw ≥
(λ− λ2ρ+ ρ)|b|}, for all x⊥ ≥ 0 we have:

σ
(
〈xww + x⊥v

⊥, v〉+ b
)
−σ
(
〈xww − x⊥v

⊥, v〉+ b
)

≥
√

1− Λ2 · σ
(

x⊥ −
√

1− λ2(1− λρ)|b|
)

. (11)

Proof. Since v = Λw +
√
1− Λ2v⊥, we have:

σ
(
〈xww + x⊥v

⊥, v〉+ b
)
−σ
(
〈xww − x⊥v

⊥, v〉+ b
)

= σ
(

Λxw +
√

1− Λ2x⊥ − |b|
)

− σ
(

Λxw −
√

1− Λ2x⊥ − |b|
)

≥ σ
(

Λxw +
√

1− Λ2x⊥ − |b|
)

− σ(Λxw − |b|)

Case 1, when Λxw < |b|. In this case the second term is zero, and the first term is:

σ
(

Λxw +
√

1− Λ2x⊥ − |b|
)

≥ σ
(√

1− Λ2x⊥ + Λ(λ− λ2ρ+ ρ)|b| − |b|
)

≥ σ
(√

1− Λ2x⊥ + Λ(Λ− Λ2ρ+ ρ)|b| − |b|
)

,

since λ− λ2ρ+ ρ has derivative 1− 2λρ < 0. We can thus further bound it by:

σ
(√

1− Λ2x⊥ + Λ(Λ− Λ2ρ+ ρ)|b| − |b|
)

= σ
(√

1− Λ2x⊥ + (Λ2 − Λ3ρ+ Λρ− 1)|b|
)

= σ
(√

1− Λ2x⊥ − (1− Λ2)(1 − Λρ)|b|
)

≥ σ
(√

1− Λ2x⊥ −
√

1− Λ2
√

1− λ2(1− λρ)|b|
)

=
√

1− Λ2 · σ
(

x⊥ −
√

1− λ2(1− λρ)|b|
)

,

as desired.

Case 2, when Λxw < |b|. In this case we have:

σ
(

Λxw +
√

1− Λ2x⊥ − |b|
)

− σ(Λxw − |b|) = Λxw +
√

1− Λ2x⊥ − |b| − (Λxw − |b|)

=
√
1 + Λx⊥

≥
√

1− Λ2 · σ
(

x⊥ −
√

1− λ2(1− λρ)|b|
)

.

Ackowledgements

We would thank Alex Tang, Pranjal Awasthi and Santosh Vempala for helpful discussions.

38


	Introduction
	Technical overview
	Related works

	Preliminaries
	Thresholded PCA and Initialization Guarantees
	Technical lemmas.
	Proof of main theorem.

	Reweighted Projected Gradient Descent and Guarantees
	Re-centering the Gaussian covariates
	Contribution from optimal ReLU
	Contribution from noise
	Making progress on each update
	Putting things together

	Lower Bounds for CSQ algorithms
	Preliminaries on high-dimensional geometry and CSQ
	Hermite expansion of negatively biased ReLU
	Proof of main theorem

	References
	Mills ratio and Gaussian integrals
	Omitted proofs from sec:prelims
	Proof for lem:technical-relizable-update

