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Abstract

Recent work has shown that purely quadratic func-
tions can replace MLPs in transformers with no
significant loss in performance, while enabling
new methods of interpretability based on linear
algebra. In this work, we theoretically derive
closed-form least-squares optimal approximations
of feedforward networks (multilayer perceptrons
and gated linear units) using polynomial functions
of arbitrary degree. When the R2 is high, this
allows us to interpret MLPs and GLUs by visual-
izing the eigendecomposition of the coefficients
of their linear and quadratic approximants. We
also show that these approximants can be used
to create SVD-based adversarial examples. By
tracing the R2 of linear and quadratic approxi-
mants across training time, we find new evidence
that networks start out simple, and get progres-
sively more complex. Even at the end of training,
however, our quadratic approximants explain over
95% of the variance in network outputs.

1. Introduction
In the field of mechanistic interpretability, it is well-
understood that MLP neurons tend to be polysemantic in
the sense that they activate on a set of diverse, seemingly
unrelated contexts (Elhage et al., 2022). To address this,
the current paradigm is dictionary learning: training wide,
sparsely activating MLPs that minimize mean squared-error
with respect to the original activations. While sparse autoen-
coders (SAEs) can be used to extract interpretable features
from MLP activations and outputs (Huben et al., 2023; Paulo
et al., 2024), it is not understood how much they are learning
features of the model versus features of the data.

How can we learn features of the model itself, making min-
imal assumptions about the input data? We propose to
assume the data distribution is maximum entropy, subject to
low-order constraints on its statistical moments. Famously,
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for vector-valued data with known mean µ and covariance
matrix Σ, this is the Gaussian distribution N (µ,Σ).

In this paper, we show how to analytically convert pretrained
MLPs and GLUs into polynomials that globally minimize
mean squared error (MSE) over the maximum entropy dis-
tribution N (µ,Σ). On high dimensional data, this process
is tractable for linear and quadratic approximants, which
we show is often sufficient to interpret networks trained on
simple image classification data such as MNIST.

We use these polynomial approximants to shed new light on
the inductive biases of neural network architectures. Neural
networks have been speculated and confirmed to varying
extents that they learn lower order statistics first before mov-
ing onto higher orders, a concept termed the (distributional)
simplicity bias (DSB) (Refinetti et al., 2023; Belrose et al.,
2024). Using our analytic derivation, we test the DSB hy-
pothesis explicitly by measuring how well the least-squares
linear or quadratic function approximates a neural network
at different stages of training.

Specifically, we measure the fraction of variance unex-
plained (FVU) of our linear and quadratic approximants
across training time, and uncover a phase transition during
training where the FVU of the approximant starts to rise
sharply, while the quadratic FVU stays nearly constant. We
interpret this as indicating a shift from learning linear fea-
tures to learning nonlinear, largely quadratic features. This
observation is broadly consistent with the DSB hypothesis.

We also demonstrate that our linear approximants can be
used to generate adversarial examples for the original net-
work, showing that they effectively capture the out-of-
distribution behavior of the network they are fit to.

2. Background
Multi-layer perceptrons (MLPs) have the functional form

f(x) = ϕ(xW 1 + b1)W 2 + b2 (1)

where ϕ is a nonlinear activation function applied pointwise.
Common choices for the activation function are ReLU and
GELU (Hendrycks & Gimpel, 2016).

However, many recent transformers use variants of the
Gated Linear Unit (GLU) rather than the MLP after each
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attention block (Shazeer, 2020), with the functional form

GLUϕ(x,W ,V , b, c) = ϕ(xW + b)⊙ (xV + c) (2)

where ⊙ denotes elementwise multiplication. Setting ϕ to
the identity function yields the the simple “bilinear” layer
(Mnih & Hinton, 2007; Dauphin et al., 2017), which has
similar performance to GLUs with nonlinearities like Swish
(SwiGLU) or ReLU (ReGLU).

Recently, Pearce et al. (2024) showed that each output unit
of the bilinear layer is a quadratic form in the input, and
this fact enables mechanistic interpretability via eigende-
composition of the associated Hessians, which they call
“interaction matrices.” For each target class k, the spectral
theorem gives us that an orthonormal set of eigenvectors
{vi}di=1 exists, and

ek · B = Q =

d∑
i

λivivT
i .

The highest magnitude eigenvectors of these matrices are
often interpretable by direct inspection and can be used for
steering and adversarial attacks.

The above approach to interpreting neural networks involves
starting with a bilinear or quadratic architecture for the
base model, which is an unconventional design choice. We
introduce the decomposition here, because our quadratic
approximants have tensor parameters amenable to the same
spectral decomposition.

3. Derivation
While stochastic gradient descent could be used to estimate
polynomial coefficients that approximate a neural network
on an arbitrary input distribution, this can be computation-
ally intensive, and does not afford a deeper theoretical un-
derstanding of the network’s inductive biases. In this section
we show that, surprisingly, it is possible to derive analytic
formulas for these polynomial approximants when the input
is assumed to be drawn from some Gaussian mixture. We
start with the single Gaussian case, and extend to the case
of general Gaussian mixtures in Section 3.4.

3.1. Linear case

For simplicity, assume that our approximant is affine, taking
the form g(x) = βTx+ α. Then our problem reduces to
ordinary least squares (OLS):

argmin
(β,α)

Ex∥f(x)− (βTx+α)∥22 (3)

which is known to have the solution:

β = Cov[x]−1Cov[f(x),x] (4)

α = E[f(x)]− βTE[x] (5)

In order to compute these coefficients in closed form,
we must analytically evaluate the integrals E[f(x)] and
Cov[f(x),x]. Our key insight is that this is possible when
the input distribution is Gaussian, and f takes the form
f(x) = W2ϕ(W1x + b1) + b2, where ϕ is an element-
wise nonlinearity.

Given that x ∼ N (µ,Σ) for some µ ∈ Rd, Σ ∈ Sd+, the
pre-activations y := W1x+ b1 will also be Gaussian with
mean W1µ + b1 and covariance W1ΣWT

1 . Then each
coordinate of the post-activations ϕ(y) has a mean which
can be evaluated analytically when ϕ is ReLU or GELU
(Appendix A.2), or approximated to high precision using
Gauss-Hermite quadrature otherwise. Given E[ϕ(y)], we
can simply apply the linearity of expectation to compute
E[f(x)] = W2E[ϕ(y)] + b2.

Evaluating Cov[f(x),x] = E[f(x)xT ] − E[f(x)]E[x]T
is somewhat more involved. Again applying linearity we
have that E[f(x)xT ] = W2E[ϕ(y)xT ] + b2E[x]T . Since
x and y are jointly Gaussian, we can apply Stein’s lemma
to write the (i, j)th entry of the first term as

E[ϕ(yi)xj ] = Cov(yi, xj)E[ϕ′(yi)] (6)

where ϕ′ is the first derivative of ϕ. Since ReLU and GELU
have simple derivatives with analytically tractable Gaussian
expectations, we can compute E[ϕ′(yi)] in closed form.

3.2. Quadratic case

We can reduce the case where g is a polynomial of degree
n > 1 to an OLS problem using a classic change of variables
strategy. Consider the quadratic feature map

ϕ2(x) = {xixj | 1 ≤ i ≤ j ≤ n } (7)

=
(
x2
1, x1x2, . . . , x

2
n

)
. (8)

Let z denote the concatenation of x and ϕ2(x). Now any
quadratic function of x can be expressed as an affine func-
tion of z, allowing us to estimate the coefficients of the
least-squares quadratic in x using OLS on z. This strategy
can be applied, mutatis mutandis, to polynomial function
classes of arbitrary degree.

Solving the OLS problem in z requires evaluating the cross-
covariance matrix Cov[f(x), z] whose (i, j)th entry is a
Gaussian integral of the form E[ϕ(yi)xkxl], where yi, xk, xl

are jointly Gaussian, and ϕ is some nonlinearity. We show
how this multivariate integral can be decomposed into a
linear combination of univariate integrals in Theorem 3.1.

We will also need to evaluate Cov[z], a matrix containing
various higher moments of jointly Gaussian variables. This
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can be done using the formula

E [X1X2 · · ·Xn] =∑
partitions (S,P )

(∏
s∈S

µs

) ∏
(i,j)∈P

Cov(Xi, Xj)

 ,

where the sum ranges over all possible partitions of the
variables into singleton sets S and pairs P . This generalizes
Isserlis (1918)’s theorem to noncentral Gaussian variables,
and can be derived from the cumulant-moment identity.

3.3. Master theorem

The following theorem allows us to reduce a multivariate in-
tegral of the form E[g(X)

∏n
i=1 Yi], where the variables are

all jointly Gaussian, into a linear combination of univariate
integrals of the form E[g(X)Xk]. We can then efficiently
evaluate these integrals using numerical integration tech-
niques or closed form formulas (Appendix A.2).

Theorem 3.1 (Master Theorem). Let X,Y1, . . . , Yn be n+1
jointly Gaussian random variables, and let g : R → R be a
continuous, real-valued function. Then:

E
[
g(X)

n∏
i=1

Yi

]
=

n−1∑
k=0

akE[g(X)Xk], (9)

where the coefficients ak can be computed analytically in
the manner described below.

Proof. We begin by rewriting the Yi in terms of their condi-
tional expectations on X:

E
[
g(X)

n∏
i=1

Yi

]
= E

[
g(X)

n∏
i=1

(
E[Yi|X] + ϵi

)]
(10)

= E
[
g(X)

n∏
i=1

(
αi + βiX + ϵi

)]
, (11)

where αi and βi are the ordinary least squares intercepts
and coefficients, respectively, for regressing Yi on X .1

This leaves us with g(X) times a polynomial in X . We will
compute the coefficients of this polynomial using a combi-
natorial argument. First let S be the set of n-tuples such
that the ith entry of each tuple is chosen from {αi, βiX, ϵi}.

S =
{
(d1, . . . , dn) | ∀i : di ∈ {αi, βiX, ϵi}

}
(12)

Let prod(s) denote the product of the elements of a tuple s.
By the distributive property, we can expand our polynomial

1Here we assume Var(X) > 0, so that these coefficients are
well-defined. If Var(X) = 0, then g(X) is almost surely constant,
and hence we can write our expectation as E[g(X)]E[

∏n
i=1 Yi]

and apply Isserlis’ theorem to evaluate E[
∏n

i=1 Yi].

into a sum of 3n terms, one for each element of S:

n∏
i=1

(
αi + βiX + ϵi

)
=
∑
s∈S

prod(s). (13)

Now fix some integer k ≤ n. To compute the polynomial
coefficient ak corresponding to Xk, we must sum together
all the terms in Eq. 13 which contain precisely k factors
drawn from B = {β1, . . . βn}. Let C(B, k) denote the set
of k-combinations (represented as sorted k-tuples) of the
elements of B, so that |C(B, k)| =

(
n
k

)
,2 and let I(c) denote

the set of indices used in a combination c, for example
I((β2, β4)) = {2, 4}. Then we have

ak =
∑

c∈C(B,k)

prod(c)
∑

s∈S−β(c)

prod(s), (14)

where we define S−β(c) to be the set of tuples of length
n− k whose ith element is drawn from {αi, ϵi}:

S−β(c) =
{
(d1, . . . , dn) | ∀i /∈ I(c) : di ∈ {αi, ϵi}

}
(15)

Plugging Eq. 14 into Eq. 10 yields

E
[
g(X)

n∏
i=1

Yi

]
= E

[ n∑
k=0

∑
c∈C(B,k)

prod(c)
∑

s∈S−β(c)

prod(s)g(X)Xk
]

=

n∑
k=0

( ∑
c∈C(B,k)

prod(c)
∑

s∈S−β(c)

E[prod(s)]
)
E
[
g(X)Xk

]
where we have pulled prod(c) out since it is a constant for
each c, and we have pulled out E[prod(s)] since prod(s) is
either a constant (some product of α factors) or a random
variable independent of X (if it contains any ϵ factors).

In general, E[prod(s)] is proportional to the expected prod-
uct of a (possibly empty) set of zero mean, jointly Gaussian
variables ϵj ∈ s. It can be evaluated using Isserlis’ theorem,
which reduces to a sum of products of covariances between
residuals. The covariance between two residuals ϵi, ϵj is

Cov(ϵi, ϵj)

= Cov
[
αi + βiX − Yi, αj + βjX − Yj

]
= Cov(Yi, Yj)

((((((((((((((
−βiCov(X,Yj)− βjCov(X,Yi) + βiβjVar(X)

= Cov(Yi, Yj)− Cov(X,Yi)Cov(X,Yj)Var(X)−1,

2By construction, the elements of the tuples in S are sorted
in ascending order by subscript, so there are only

(
n
k

)
ways for

an α factor to appear k times in a term. Since multiplication is
commutative, the actual ordering of elements in each tuple is a
matter of indifference.

3

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cumulant


Converting MLPs into Polynomials

Step 24

= 0.01
Step 26

= 0.01
Step 28

= 0.01
Step 210

= 0.01
Step 212

= 0.04
Step 214

= 0.10
Step 216

= 0.13
Step 218

= 0.20
Q

ua
dr

at
ic

L
in

ea
r

Figure 1. Quadratic and linear features for class ‘3’, over the course of training. Discernible ‘3’ qualities arise from noise for both
quadratic and linear features, aligning with the region where learning is happening. The linear 3 structure is most intuitively discernible at
step (y), when FVU is minimal, before beginning to overfit. This can be interpreted as the MLP learning and relying on statistics of higher
complexity than linear, especially if its accuracy continues to improve. The quadratic feature crystallizes later than linear, and predictably
forms visual artifacts at the latest stages of training.

using the fact that βi =
Cov(X,Yi)
Var(X) and βj =

Cov(X,Yj)
Var(X) .

We are now in a position to derive a formula for fixed n.
When n = 2, this simplifies to

E
[
g(X)Y1Y2

]
= β1β2E

[
g(X)X2

]
(16)

+
(
α1β2 + α2β1

)
E
[
g(X)X

]
+ α1α2Cov(ϵ1, ϵ2)E

[
g(X)

]
.

3.4. Gaussian mixture inputs

So far we have assumed the input takes on a Gaussian distri-
bution. But in many cases it makes sense to model the input
as being drawn from a mixture distribution with k distinct
components, perhaps corresponding to different class labels.
Luckily, it turns out that we can extend the above derivation
to the case where the input has a Gaussian mixture distribu-
tion by applying the law of total covariance. Recall that for
any cross-covariance matrix ΣXY where X and Y follow a
mixture distribution indexed by Z ∼ Cat(k), we have

ΣXY = E[ΣXY |Z ] +ΣE[X|Z],E[Y |Z] (17)

where ΣE[X|Z],E[Y |Z] denotes the cross-covariance matrix
of the conditional means of X and Y . By setting Y = X ,
we can use Eq. 17 to solve for the covariance matrix of the
inputs, and then by setting Y = f(X) we can solve for the
cross-covariance matrix of the input and the MLP output,
using the analytic formulas we’ve already derived.

3.5. Gated linear units

We can now efficiently compute polynomial approximations
to gated linear units (GLUs) as well as MLPs. It’s easy to see
from Eq. 2 that, given Gaussian inputs, the preactivations

y := xW + b and z := xV + c are jointly Gaussian. Each
component of E[GLUϕ(x,W, V, b, c)] is then an integral of
the form E[ϕ(Yi)Zi], which can be evaluated with Stein’s
lemma. Each entry of the cross-covariance matrix takes
the form E[ϕ(Yi)ZiXj ], allowing us to apply Theorem 3.1.
Similar arguments apply, mutatis mutandis, to higher-order
polynomial approximants.

4. Neural Networks Learn Polynomials of
Increasing Degree

Prior work suggests that, across training time, the complex-
ity of the function represented by a neural network tends
to increase (Nakkiran et al., 2019), and networks tend to
exploit statistical moments in increasing order as training
progresses (Belrose et al., 2024). In this section, we apply
the polynomial approximation machinery derived above to
the following question: Do neural networks learn polyno-
mial functions of increasing degree?

Specifically, our hypothesis is that the R2 of the least-
squares linear approximation to an MLP should start out
high, and decrease nearly monotonically with training time.
Then, at some point after the R2 of the linear approximant
starts to decrease, we should see the R2 of the least-squares
quadratic approximant to decrease, again monotonically.

4.1. Methods

We consider the setting of image classification, although in
principle the derivation is domain-agnostic. We train a sin-
gle hidden layer MLP with ReLU activation on the MNIST
dataset (LeCun et al., 1998) using schedule-free AdamW
(Defazio et al., 2024) with 1K warmup steps, a batch size
of 64, and weight decay of 0.1, saving checkpoints at log-
spaced intervals. MNIST is an ideal dataset for this task
since it is known to be very well-modeled as a Gaussian
mixture distribution. Samples from a Gaussian mixture fit

4
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to MNIST are difficult for a human to distinguish from real
samples (Belrose et al., 2023, Figure 2).

For each checkpoint, we fit least-squares linear and
quadratic approximants under the assumption of Gaussian
mixture inputs whose means and covariances match those
of the MNIST classes.3 We report the fraction of variance
unexplained (FVU) of these checkpoints in Figure 2.

4.2. Quantitative results

Between 500 and 1K training steps, there is a clear phase
transition where the FVU and KL divergence for the linear
approximant start to increase sharply, and continue to do
so until around 4K steps. Meanwhile, the FVU for the
quadratic approximant is nearly constant over this same
period. We interpret this as a “quadratic phase” of training
wherein the network learns to exploit second-order statistical
information in the input.

Interestingly, we also find that in the first few hundred steps
of training, the FVU for both linear and quadratic approx-
imants goes down, indicating that the network is actually
getting simpler during this time. While unexpected, this
makes some amount of sense: while randomly initialized
neural networks tend to be simple (Teney et al., 2024), it
may make sense for SGD to eliminate noise from the net-
work early in training before making it more complex. On
the other hand, we find that this phase disappears when we
use KL divergence instead of FVU to measure the discrep-
ancy between the network and its polynomial approximants
(Figure 3).

4.3. Qualitative feature visualization

To complement our quantitative analysis, we visualize the
top eigenvector of the quadratic approximant for a random
class, as well as the coefficients of the linear approximant
corresponding to that class, over the course of an extra-long
training run in Figure 1. We see that linear and quadratic
features are most intuitively interpretable between steps 212

and 214, after which the model starts to overfit.

4.4. Adversarial attacks

Linear and quadratic networks can be decomposed into im-
portance terms using SVD and eigendecomposition, then
used to construct demonstrably effective adversarial attacks.
If these attacks on polynomial approximants transfer to
the ReLU network, it would provide evidence that our ap-

3For the quadratic approximants, we found that the analytic
solution for Gaussian mixture inputs is computationally intractable
on MNIST. We therefore fit the approximant under the assumption
of N (0, 1) inputs and finetune it on Gaussian mixture samples
using SGD. This accounts for the noise visible in the plots for
quadratic FVU. For implementation details, see Appendix B.
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Figure 2. Fraction of variance unexplained for linear and quadratic
approximants on a Gaussian mixture distribution imitation the
MNIST training set. There is a sharp increase in the linear FVU
between 500 and 1K training steps, while the quadratic FVU is
roughly constant over the same time period.

proximants capture the out-of-distribution behavior of the
network.

We formulate interventions as input space transformations,
producing one transformation that gets uniformly applied
to all examples in a test set. To measure the efficacy of an
intervention, we compute the same quantitative measures as
before, evaluating accuracy on the test set.

SVD attack. We compute the singular value decomposi-
tion of the linear coefficients

β = UΣV T =

10∑
i=1

σiuiv
T

with U : Rinput → R10 and V : R10 → R10. We neutralize
the top k SVD components from the MLP, by applying an
orthogonal projection Pk to all its inputs:

Pk = I −
k∑

i=1

uiu
T
i

Results. In Figure 5, we see that the ReLU model’s per-
formance drops in close lockstep with the approximants’
performance, and after ablating just four SVD components,
its accuracy is already under 50%. Projecting the images
onto the nullspace of the linear approximant (i.e. ablating
all ten SVD components) brings the MLP to near-random
performance, while the images are still human-intelligible
(Figure 4, bottom row). This is a striking confirmation that
our linear approximation captures features of the input that
are causally important for the original model’s performance.

5



Converting MLPs into Polynomials

100 101 102 103 104

Training step

0.0

0.1

0.2

0.3

0.4

0.5

KL
 d

iv
er

ge
nc

e 
(n

at
s)

KL divergence of polynomial approximants across time
Linear
Quadratic

Figure 3. KL divergence of linear and quadratic approximants from
the network on which they were fit, evaluated on a Gaussian mix-
ture distribution imitating the MNIST training set. The trend
mirrors the FVU plot (Figure 2) except that the KL does not de-
crease in the first few hundred steps before increasing.

5. Conclusion
Summary. We derive analytic formulas for polynomial
least-squares approximants for single hidden layer MLPs
and gated linear units, given Gaussian inputs, for a variety
of activation functions. We show empirically that these
approximants can have surprisingly high R2, with quadrat-
ics explaining well over 95% of the variance in MLP out-
puts, when the model is trained on MNIST. Since the ex-
plained variance is so high, mechanistic insights from the
approximations transfer to the ReLU network, which we
demonstrate by constructing provably effective adversarial
examples from features of the linear and quadratic approxi-
mations, and applying them to the original MLP.

Limitations. Our analytic derivations make the assump-
tion that the input has some Gaussian mixture distribution,
and it is unclear if our derivation can be generalized in a
useful way to other distributions. While we argue that the
Gaussianity assumption is independently motivated, since
it prevents the approximant from overfitting to the specific
properties of a training dataset, it may not be suitable for all
applications. In cases where Gaussianity is too restrictive,
we recommend initializing a gradient-based optimizer with
our analytic polynomial approximant, then finetuning on
samples from the desired target distribution.

Computing the degree n polynomial approximation for an
MLP with input dimension k and d neurons involves mate-
rializing a tensor with dkn parameters. In a world where
intermediate activations can have dimensionality in the tens
of thousands, n = 2 is the highest that can feasibly be
computed analytically. Therefore, if the best quadratic ap-
proximation for an MLP is poor, there is little that can be

done to interpret the model using our approach in isolation.

Future Work. While we focus on simple image classifi-
cation models in this paper, we think that our polynomial
approximation schemes could be useful for interpreting feed-
forward modules in deep networks, like transformers. Per-
forming eigendecomposition on a quadratic approximation
to a transformer FFN provides us with an overcomplete ba-
sis of d2 eigenvectors for the residual stream of dimension d.
It is known that the singular vectors of FFN weight matrices
can often be interpreted by projecting them into next-token
prediction space using the unembedding matrix (Millidge
& Black, 2022), so it is plausible that something similar
could be done for these basis vectors. Since the basis would
be overcomplete, however, it may enable us to overcome
the polysemanticity problem in a similar way to sparse au-
toencoders (Huben et al., 2023). It may also turn out that
more sophisticated tensor decomposition methods enable
us to extract a more useful overcomplete basis than simple
eigendecomposition.
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A. Integrals
A.1. Gaussian Linear Unit (GELU)

Recall that the GELU activation function is defined as xΦ(x), where Φ denotes the standard normal CDF. This allows us to
employ known results from the integral tables of Owen (1980).

A.1.1. MEAN

Specifically we can make use of the identity∫ ∞

−∞
xΦ(a+ bx)φ(x)dx =

b√
1 + b2

φ
( a√

1 + b2

)
(18)

where φ denotes the standard normal PDF, to show that

Ex[GELU(x)] =

∫ ∞

−∞
(µ+ σz)Φ(µ+ σz)φ(z)dz (19)

= µ

∫ ∞

−∞
Φ(µ+ σz)φ(z)dz + σ

∫ ∞

−∞
zΦ(µ+ σz)φ(z)dz (20)

= µΦ
( µ√

1 + σ2

)
+

σ2

√
1 + σ2

φ
( µ√

1 + σ2

)
. (21)

A.1.2. DERIVATIVE

By the product rule, the first derivative of GELU is

d

dx
GELU(x) =

d

dx

[
xΦ(x)

]
= Φ(x) + xφ(x) (22)

The expected derivative under N (µ, σ) is then

Ex[GELU′(x)] =

∫ ∞

−∞
Φ(µ+ σz)φ(z)dz +

∫ ∞

−∞
(µ+ σz)φ(µ+ σz)φ(z)dz

= Φ
( µ√

1 + σ2

)
+ µ

∫ ∞

−∞
φ(µ+ σz)φ(z)dz + σ

∫ ∞

−∞
zφ(µ+ σz)φ(z)dz

= Φ
( µ√

1 + σ2

)
+

µ√
1 + σ2

φ
( µ√

1 + σ2

)
− σφ

( µ√
1 + σ2

) µσ

(1 + σ2)3/2

= Φ
( µ√

1 + σ2

)
+ φ

( µ√
1 + σ2

)[ µ√
1 + σ2

− µσ2

(1 + σ2)3/2

]
.

A.1.3. HIGHER-ORDER MOMENTS

We use the following identity from Owen (1980):∫ ∞

0

znΦ(az + b)φ(z)dz =
Γ(n+1

2 )2(n−1)/2

√
2π

F (a
√
n+ 1;−b, n+ 1) (23)

where F (a
√
n+ 1;−b, n+ 1) is the cumulative distribution of the noncentral Student’s t distribution with n+ 1 degrees of

freedom and noncentrality parameter −b. The formula for this CDF is complex, but an efficient implementation is available
in the SciPy stats module here. To convert Eq. 23 into an integral over the entire real line, we can use the identity∫ 0

−∞
znΦ(az + b)φ(z)dz = (−1)n

∫ ∞

0

znΦ(−az + b)φ(z)dz, (24)

and add together the positive and negative “parts” of the integral.
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Finally, substituting x = σz + µ and applying the binomial theorem, we have

Ex

[
xnΦ(x)

]
=

∫ ∞

−∞
(σz + µ)nΦ(σz + µ)φ(z)dz (25)

=

n+1∑
k=0

(
n+ 1

k

)
µn+1−kσk

∫ ∞

−∞
zkΦ(σz + µ)φ(z)dz (26)

We can now plug in Eqs. 23 and 24 to solve for the expectation.

A.2. Rectified Linear Unit (ReLU)

The piecewise linear nature of ReLU makes the derivation of integrals involving it fairly straightforward. Essentially, we
need to compute the probability of landing in the positive part of the ReLU’s domain, then compute a simple Gaussian
integral over this part of the domain.

A.2.1. MEAN

We begin with the expectation Ex[ReLU(x)] for x ∼ N (µ, σ). We first reparametrize x = µ+ σz where z ∼ N (0, 1), and
consider the equivalent expectation Ez[ReLU(µ+ σz)]. Note that ReLU(x) > 0 if and only if z > −µ

σ . Now we may split
the integral into two parts, corresponding to the positive and zero parts of the ReLU:

Ez[ReLU(µ+ σz)] =

∫ ∞

−µ
σ

(µ+ σz)φ(z)dz +

���
����∫ −µ

σ

−∞
0 φ(z)dz

= µ

∫ ∞

−µ
σ

φ(z)dz + σ

∫ ∞

−µ
σ

zφ(z)dz

We can evaluate the first term using the standard normal CDF; by symmetry, it is simply Φ(µσ ).

To evaluate the second term, we can use the fact that
∫∞
a

zφ(z)dz = φ(a) for any a. To see this, note that

d

dz
φ(z) =

d

dz

( 1√
2π

exp
(
− z2

2

))
=

1√
2π

(−z) exp
(
− z2

2

)
= −zφ(z) (27)

and therefore ∫ ∞

a

zφ(z)dz = −
∫ ∞

a

d

dz
φ(z)dz = −

[
φ(∞)− φ(a)

]
= φ(a). (28)

Applying this identity to our case yields φ(−µ
σ ), or by the symmetry of the standard normal PDF about zero, φ(µσ ).

Putting everything together, we have

Ex[ReLU(x)] = µΦ
(µ
σ

)
+ σφ

(µ
σ

)
. (29)

We can apply the above formula to evaluate

Ez[ReLU(Az + b)]i = biΦ
( bi
∥Ai∥

)
+ ∥Ai∥φ

( bi
∥Ai∥

)
(30)

Let s denote the vector containing the Euclidean norms of the rows of W1. For a whole MLP it would then be

Ez[f(z)] = W2

[
b1 ⊙Φ(b1 ⊙ s−1) + s⊙ φ(b1 ⊙ s−1)

]
(31)
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A.3. Higher-order moments

The above derivation is special case of a more general formula for E[xnReLU(x)] for any n ≥ 0. Reparametrizing as before
and applying the binomial theorem, we have

E[xnReLU(x)] =

∫ ∞

−∞
(µ+ σz)nReLU(µ+ σz)φ(z)dz (32)

=

n+1∑
k=0

(
n+ 1

k

)
µn+1−kσk

∫ ∞

−µ
σ

zkφ(z)dz. (33)

For k ≥ 2, the integral
∫∞
−µ

σ
zkφ(z)dz can be evaluated using the following recursion:∫ ∞

−µ
σ

zkφ(z)dz =
(µ
σ

)k−1

φ
(µ
σ

)
+ (k − 1)

∫ ∞

−µ
σ

zk−2φ(z)dz, (34)

where the value for k = 0 is simply Φ(µσ ), and the value for k = 1 is φ(µσ ) (see Eq. 28). The recursion is computationally
efficient because Eq. 33 makes use of every intermediate value from k = 0 to k = n+ 1.

Alternatively, we can use the upper incomplete gamma function, which is available in popular libraries like SciPy, PyTorch,
and JAX. It is defined as Γ(s, x) =

∫∞
x

ts−1 exp(−t)dt. Specifically,∫ ∞

−µ
σ

zkφ(z)dz =
1√
2π

∫ ∞

−µ
σ

zk exp
(
− z2

2

)
dz =

2k/2√
2π

Γ
(k + 1

2
,− µ2

2σ2

)
. (35)

Putting it all together, we have

E[xnReLU(x)] =
1√
2π

n+1∑
k=0

(
n+ 1

k

)
2k/2µn+1−kσkΓ

(k + 1

2
,− µ2

2σ2

)
. (36)

B. Implementation details for quadratic approximants
Computing a quadratic approximant in closed form requires solving a linear system using the covariance matrix of the
features z = [x, ϕ2(x)], where ϕ2 is defined in Eq. 7. The dimension of z is precisely d(d+1)

2 , where d is the dimensionality
of x. Even for a simple dataset like MNIST, of dimension 28×28 = 784, this is already 784×785

2 = 307720. The covariance
matrix of z thus has 9.47× 1010 entries, many more than can fit in 32-bit precision on an H100 graphics card. And since
the time complexity of solving a linear system (with commonly used algorithms) scales cubically in the number of rows
in the matrix, the overall complexity is O(d6). This is intractable, unless Cov(z) has special structure– which it does, if
x ∼ N (0, 1). In that case, Cov(z) is a diagonal matrix with entries are in {1, 2} according to a simple pattern.

For this reason, we chose to initialize our quadratic approximants with coefficients computed under the assumption that x is
a standard Gaussian vector. We then finetuned them using schedule-free SGD (Defazio et al., 2024) on batches of samples
from a Gaussian mixture distribution whose means and covariance matrices matched those of the classes in MNIST. Since
the objective is convex, the resulting coefficients should be excellent approximations of the true least-squares values.
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