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Abstract

In this paper we initiate the study of property testing of weighted computational networks
viewed as computational devices. Our goal is to design property testing algorithms that for
a given computational network with oracle access to the weights of the network, accept (with
probability at least 2

3 ) any network that computes a certain function (or a function with a certain
property) and reject (with probability at least 2

3 ) any network that is far from computing the
function (or any function with the given property). We parameterize the notion of being far and
want to reject networks that are (ε, δ)-far, which means that one needs to change an ε-fraction
of the description of the network to obtain a network that computes a function that differs in at
most a δ-fraction of inputs from the desired function (or any function with a given property).

To exemplify our framework, we present a case study involving simple neural Boolean net-
works with ReLU activation function. As a highlight, we demonstrate that for such networks,
any near constant function is testable in query complexity independent of the network’s size. We
also show that a similar result cannot be achieved in a natural generalization of the distribution-
free model to our setting, and also in a related vanilla testing model.
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1 Introduction

Since its development in the late 90s [RS96, GGR98], the area of property testing has emerged as
an important area of modern theoretical computer science. It considers the relaxation of classical
decision problems by distinguishing inputs that belong to a given set (have a given property P) from
those that are “far” from any input that belongs to the set (are far from having property P). In its
most classical setting (see, e.g., survey expositions in [Gol17, BY22]), a property P is a collection
of objects (binary strings, graphs, etc), and being “far” is measured by the Hamming distance,
namely, in how many places of its representation should an input object be changed so as to have
the property P. As a useful and powerful way of relaxation of the classical decision problems,
property testing has found numerous applications and established itself as a significant topic in the
study of function properties, graph properties, and beyond. Examples include testing properties
of functions such as being a low degree polynomial, being monotone, depending on a specified
number of attributes, testing properties of graphs such as being bipartite and being triangle-free,
testing properties of strings, and testing properties of geometric objects and visual images such as
being well-clustered and being convex (for a more complete picture, see, e.g., [Gol17, BY22, CS06,
CS10, RS11] and the references therein). Furthermore, property testing is in the center of recent
advances in sublinear algorithms, as property testing algorithms are frequently “superfast” and rely
on inspecting small portions of objects and making the evaluation based on such an inspection.

In property testing one assumes an indirect access to the input and its representation that is
provided by an oracle; e.g., one can query the value of a function on a specific input, or the existence
of a specific edge of a graph. The complexity of the tester is the number of queries to the oracle.

In this paper, we study property testing in the context of complex computational devices (e.g.,
computational networks). We consider a setting in which one wants to study functions that are
represented in an indirected way (e.g., as circuits or computational networks, or via complicated
algebraic expressions) by computational devices used to determine the value of the functions. One
may think about functions that are given implicitly, and in order to compute f one has to perform a
possibly non-trivial computation on the input. For example, we may have a computational network
that computes a function f : Rn → {0, 1}; or we may have a function f : {0, 1}n → Rr defined by
a matrix A ∈ Rr×n as f(x) := Ax, or f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}r defined as1 f(x) := sgn(ReLU(Ax)).

Our goal is to determine whether a given computational device computes a function having
a given property or if it is far from any computational device computing function with a given
property. For example, if for a matrix A ∈ Rr×n we have f(x) := Ax, then, informally, we would
call the “device ” Ax far from having property P if there is no matrix A∗ ∈ Rr×n that differs from
A only in a small fraction of its entries (i.e., ∥A∗ − A∥0 is small) such that function f∗(x) := A∗x
has the property P. Furthermore, to make our study more general and applicable, we will allow to
enhance our definition to devices that err on a small number of inputs.

Observe that while our model can be seen as a special case of the classical property testing
framework (see, e.g., references to a similar setting in [Gol17, Chapter 1]), the approach presented
in our paper offers a different perspective than that most frequently studied: our framework focuses
on the computational device — and its analysis should depend on specific parameters of the device
rather than on the inputs or the function f . We want to determine if one has to make many changes
in the device’s representations in order to compute some function having desirable property P, or
only a small number of changes suffices. And so, for example, if for a matrix A ∈ Rr×n we define

1We use standard ReLU and signum functions to ensure that f has range {0, 1}r; recall that ReLU(z) :=
max{z, 0} and sgn(z) := 1 if z > 0, sgn(0) := 0, sgn(z) := −1 if z < 0. For vectors, the operations are for each
coordinate. (Note that the use of these standard definitions make the combination sgn(ReLU(·)) not redundant:
sgn(ReLU(Ax)) ̸≡ sgn(Ax) for matrices A containing negative values — as it is the case studied in our paper.)

1
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Figure 1: A ReLU network with n input nodes with inputs x1, . . . , xn, a single hidden layer with m hidden
layer nodes with values y1, . . . , ym, and one output node. Every input node xi ∈ {0, 1} is connected to every
hidden layer node yj by an edge with real weight aij ∈ [−1, 1] and every hidden layer node yj is connected
to the output node by an edge of real weight wj ∈ [−1, 1]. The value of node yj is

∑n
i=1 aijxi, which after

applying the ReLU activation function gives ReLU(
∑n

i=1 aijxi). The Boolean function computed by the

network is equal to sgn
(
ReLU

(∑m
j=1 (wj · ReLU(

∑n
i=1 aijxi))

))
≡ sgn

(
ReLU(wT · ReLU(Ax))

)
.

f(x) := Ax or f(x) := sgn(ReLU(Ax)), then it is natural to define the oracle to access individual
entries from A (rather than to allow queries to the value of f(x) for any specific input x).

Case study: Testing basic neural ReLU networks. Our setting is very open-ended, and in
order to make our study more concrete, we will consider our framework for a specific example of
complex computational networks. Our goal is to take a representative example of computational
networks that is generic and simple, yet complex enough to go beyond the study relying on random
sampling. We will study an example of the most basic yet highly non-trivial neural ReLU networks
seen as computational devices from point of view of property testing. Consider a trained feedforward
network and view it as a circuit that receives an input vector x ∈ {0, 1}n and computes some output.
In the most basic case of the network with one output, one hidden layer, and the ReLU activation
function (see also Figure 1), when a network is interpreted as a binary classifier, for a vector
w ∈ [−1, 1]m and matrix A ∈ [−1, 1]m×n it computes a Boolean function of the form

f(x) := sgn
(
ReLU(wT · ReLU(Ax))

)
.

(Our setting can be naturally extended to the study of more complex neural networks (func-
tions) with multiple outputs and multiple hidden layers, where for matrices W0, . . . ,Wℓ with Wi ∈
[−1, 1]mi+1×mi , we compute a function f : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1}mℓ+1 defined as f(x) := sgn(ReLU(Wℓ ·
. . . · ReLU(W1 · ReLU(W0 · ReLU(x))) . . . )); for more details, see Definition 12.1 and Figure 4.)

In order to facilitate our analysis in the property testing framework, we will consider property
testing algorithms that are given the oracle access to the weights of the network2 and the objective
is to accept networks that compute functions that have a certain property of interest and reject
networks that compute functions that are far from having that property for almost all inputs.

2Which for networks with one output and one hidden layer, is to query for the entries of matrix A and vector w.
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Our motivation. Our study is motivated by the modeling of computational networks in the
framework of property testing, and to instantiate our framework in the context of basic neural
networks. Taking the point of view of property testing and complexity theory, our goal is to obtain
a better understanding of the relation between the (local) structure of a computational network
and the function it computes. Our motivation stems from the fact that property testing has been
a successful tool to reveal relations between the local structure of an object (here, a computational
device) and its global properties that can provide combinatorial insights about the structure of
an object. Examples of such insights include the characterization of property testing for dense
graphs and its relation to the regularity lemma [AS08, AFNS09], the relation of property testing
of hyperfinite graphs to the theory of amenable groups [Ele12, NS13], or the line of research that
started with testing connectivity [GR02] and then studied sublinear algorithms for approximating
MST cost [CRT05, CEF+05, CS09] and whose structural findings formed a building block in finding
the currently fastest approximation algorithms for low dimensional MST approximation [AM16].

To showcase the versatility and power of our framework, we study networks that are simple,
yet whose computational properties are complex. The reliance on non-linear ReLU operators is
not only something what makes neural deep networks so powerful, but this also makes their study
challenging (observe that, say, for f(x) := Ax, simple random sampling of entries of matrix A would
provide sufficient information to understand many properties of such function; the non-linear ReLU
operators make the study and the analysis more complex and interesting). Feedforward neural
networks, as those studied in the simplest form in our paper, form a fundamental part of modern
deep networks [LBH15] such as transformers and the attention mechanism [VSP+17], which in turn
are the main building block of large language models such as ChatGPT [RNSS18]. Unfortunately,
despite their relatively simple setting, we still lack a good understanding of the computation process
of these networks, leading to serious questions on the trust and transparency of the underlying
learning algorithms. Therefore, even though our main focus is on the complexity study, we hope
that the lens of property testing will contribute to a better understanding of the relation between
the network structure and the computed function or properties of that function. Since the analysis
of property testing algorithms relies on establishing close links between the object’s local structure
and the tested property, we believe that the study of simple yet fundamental models of ReLU
networks may provide a new insight into such networks. Additionally, we observe that the basic
notion of a relaxed decision problem in property testing has some appealing properties in the
context of understanding neural networks: Typically, we would like a neural network to be robust
to small changes in the network, as otherwise there is a higher risk of adversarial attacks [SZS+13].
Furthermore, during network training, dropout [SHK+14] is often used to improve generalization,
i.e., a random fraction of input nodes is dropped during training for each training example.

1.1 Overview of our results

In this paper, we introduce a property testing model for computational networks through a study of
basic neural networks. We first focus on a simple network structure: a fully connected feedforward
network with the ReLU activation function, one hidden layer, and one output node (see Figure 1
and Definition 2.1). Later, we generalize our model to a more complex setting with multiple hidden
layers and multiple output nodes (see Figure 4 and Definition 12.1). We view the network as an
arithmetic circuit that computes a Boolean function. Our objective is to design property testing
algorithms that sample weights of the network and accept, if the network computes a function with
a specific property, and reject, if the network is (ε, δ)-far from computing any function with the
property, by which we mean that one has to change more than an ε-fraction of the network to
obtain a function that differs from the target functions on less than a δ-fraction of the inputs.

3



We believe that one important contribution of this paper is introduction of a model that allows
a non-trivial study of computational networks (e.g., neural networks) from the lens of property
testing.

Next, we provide a comprehensive study of our model, focusing on the example of the constant
0 and the OR-function, for which we design constant-complexity property testers. Further, we
consider other natural variants of our model for which we provide super-constant lower bounds
demonstrating their complexity limitations. This shows that our model introduces a useful notion
of being far that leads to interesting questions and results from the algorithmic and complexity
perspective. Our results extend beyond the 0/OR-functions and we give some positive results
showing the testability of some Boolean functions and classes of functions.

Our main technical contributions are (see Section 3 for more details):

(1) we study our new model on the problem of testing some very simple yet fundamental functions,

(2) we demonstrate limitations of possibility of extending our results to a distribution-free model,

(3) we make first steps towards understanding of constant time testable properties in our model,

(4) we extend the model and results to more complex networks with multiple outputs and layers.

From the technical perspective, the main and most challenging contributions are (2) the lower
bound for the distribution-free model and (4) the extension to multiple layers and outputs.

In the following, after briefly reviewing related work, we introduce our property testing model
in detail. Then, in Section 3, we summarize our results and provide a detailed technical overview.

1.2 Related work

Property testing. Since its development in the late 90s [RS96, GGR98], the area of property
testing has emerged as an important area of modern theoretical computer science, see survey
expositions in [BY22, Gol17, Ron08]. Although a close relationship between property testing and
properties of functions, and in the context of learning has been known since the beginning of the
area (these topics were explored as early as in [RS96, GGR98]), the setting presented in this paper
has received little attention. The classical framework of testing properties of functions typically
assumes an oracle access to the functions and/or the inputs rather than a computational device,
see [BY22, Gol17]. (For example, most function property testers assume oracle access to the values
of a given function on a specific input, and typically, graph testers assume access to the edges of
the input graph .) Similarly, one normally studies networks in the context of their combinatorial
properties rather than by analyzing “functions” they compute. The only work that we are aware of
that considers a model similar to ours is the analysis of testing mixing property of Markov chains
by Batu et al. [BFR+13]. And so, we are not aware of any property testing work for basic logical
or arithmetic circuits (even a related testing satisfiability in [AS02] uses a different setting), though
some works on testing branching programs [FNS04, New02] or whether a function can be represented
by a small/shallow circuit/branching program [DLM+07, FKR+04, PRS02], are of similar flavor.
Other related works include property testing of some matrix properties (e.g., [BLWZ19], where
testing the rank of a matrix A has implications for some properties of Ax), but these works use
a different setting, rely on linear operators, and do not apply to non-linear operators like those
studied in our paper.
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Neural networks. The complexity of neural networks has received significant attention in the
past. In particular, threshold circuits have been studied as a model of computation and for cor-
responding complexity class TC0 we know AC0 ⊊ TC0 ⊆ NC1 [Vol99]. The problem of verifying
whether there exist weights such that an input circuit computes an input Boolean function (thresh-
old circuit loading) is known to be NP-complete [Jud88], even when the circuit is restricted to three
neurons [BR88]. For more details on the computational complexity of networks, see, e.g., [Orp94].

In general, feedforward networks (acyclic networks) are universal approximators when viewed as
computing a continuous function, i.e., they can arbitrarily well approximate any Borel-measurable
function between finite dimensional spaces provided a sufficient number of neurons (nodes) in the
hidden layer exist [HSW89]. Furthermore, width-bounded networks (but generally with a large
number of layers) are universal approximators [LPW+17]. The VC-dimension of neural networks
with linear threshold gates has been studied and there is an upper bound of O(m logm) where m is
the number of linear threshold gates [BH88]. These results imply bounds on the number of samples
required to train the network. However, for our setting they do not seem to be directly relevant
since one cannot evaluate a training example without querying the whole network.

There has been extensive research on the computational complexity of training constant depth
ReLU networks. It is known that even for a single ReLU unit, the problem of finding weights mini-
mizing the squared error of a given training set is hard to approximate [GKMR21, MR18, DWX20]
(cf. [BDL22] for a slightly different proof/result). Further results show that even for a single neuron,
the training problem parameterized by the dimension d of the training data is W [1]-hard and there
is a nΩ(d) conditional lower bound assuming the exponential time hypothesis [FHN22]. Studies
have also explored learning linear combinations of ReLUs from Gaussian distributions (e.g., the
first algorithm for a constant number of ReLU units has been recently developed [CDG+23]).

2 Property testing model

We begin our study with a feedforward network with one hidden layer and ReLU activation function,
see Figure 1.

The network is fully connected between the layers, and has n input nodes labeled {1, . . . , n},
a hidden layer with m nodes labeled {1, . . . ,m}, and one output node. (We later generalize our
model to multiple hidden layers and output nodes, see Definition 2.2.) We associate a binary vector
x = (x1, . . . , xn) with the input nodes, so that input node i has value xi. Between the input nodes
and the hidden layer there is a complete bipartite graph with real edge weights from [−1, 1]. We
define aij to be the weight between input node i and node j of the hidden layer. The value of an
input node is xi. The value computed at a hidden layer node j is

∑
i aijxi. Thus, we can write the

values at the hidden layer by a matrix multiplication Ax for an m× n matrix A.
To the values at the hidden layer, we apply the ReLU activation function, which is defined

as ReLU(y) := max{0, y}. For a vector y = (y1, . . . , ym)T , we define ReLU(y) to be ReLU(y) :=
(ReLU(y1), . . . ,ReLU(ym))T . We can now write the output of the hidden layer nodes as ReLU(Ax).

Between the hidden layer and the output node there is a complete bipartite graph with real
weights from [−1, 1]. Let wj denote the weight of the edge connecting hidden layer node j to the
output node. If z = ReLU(Ax) is the vector of hidden layer outputs, then wT z is the value of output
node, where w = (w1, . . . , wm)T . Thus, on input x the value at the output node is wT ·ReLU(Ax).

ReLU network as a binary classifier. We interpret the network as a binary classifier : the
network assigns each input vector to one of two classes, defined as 0 and 1. If the value at the
output node is at most 0 we assign class 0, if it is larger than 0 we assign class 1. In this paper we

5



focus on the setting when x ∈ {0, 1}n is a binary vector. Thus, we may view the neural network as a
function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} that computes the value 1 if the output value of the network is greater
than 0, and 0 if the output value is at most 0. We can write3 f(x) = sgn(ReLU(wT ·ReLU(Ax))).
For a given input x ∈ {0, 1}n, we call f(x) the output of the network.

Our goal is to understand how the local structure of the network is related to the function f
or to properties of that function. We will address this question by studying the function from a
property testing point of view. With the above discussion, we can make the following definition.

Definition 2.1 (ReLU network with one hidden layer and single output). A ReLU network
with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and one output node is a pair (A,w), where A ∈
[−1, 1]m×n and w ∈ [−1, 1]m. The binary function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} computed by the ReLU
network (A,w) is

f(x) := sgn(ReLU(wT · ReLU(Ax))).

Remark 2.2. For simplicity of presentation, we describe here the model only for ReLU networks
with one output and one hidden layer. Our study can be naturally extended to ReLU networks with
multiple outputs (see Section 11) and multiple hidden layers (see Sections 12–13), where for matrices
W0, . . . ,Wℓ with Wi ∈ [−1, 1]mi+1×mi , the network computes a function f : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1}mℓ+1

f(x) := sgn(ReLU(Wℓ · . . . · ReLU(W2 · ReLU(W1 · ReLU(W0 · ReLU(x)))) . . . )) . (1)

For more details, see Figure 4 and the analysis in Sections 11–13 (see also Section 3.4).

2.1 Property testing: ReLU networks with one hidden layer and single output

We introduce a new property testing model for computational networks on an example of neural
ReLU networks. We view (see Figure 1) the network as a weighted graph G = (V,E), where
V = I ∪ H ∪ O with I being the set of input nodes, H the set of hidden layer nodes, and O the
set of output nodes (frequently |O| = 1). The nodes in I,H and O are labelled from 1 to |I|, |H|
and |O|, respectively. Furthermore, E contains all edges between I and H, and between H and O.
The edges between I and H are also referred to as first layer edges and the edges from H to O as
second layer edges. We assume that we have query access to the edge weights: we can specify nodes
number i in I and number j from H, and query the value aij of that edge in O(1) time. Similarly,
we can access the entries of w by specifying the corresponding hidden layer node.

Our objective is to design (randomized) sampling algorithms that decide whether a given neural
network has a certain property or is far away from the property. To achieve this goal, we must
first define a distance measure of neural networks. We view the network as a weighted graph and
use the (relative) edit distance. However, since we want to take into consideration that there is a
different number of edges on each layer, for two networks (A1, w1) and (A2, w2) with n input nodes,
m hidden layer nodes, and one output node, we define their distance as

max
{

∥A1−A2∥0
mn , ∥w1−w2∥0

m

}
,

where we use the standard notation ∥·∥0 to denote the number of non-zero entries in a matrix/vector.
In this paper, we view neural networks as computing Boolean functions and study the question

whether a neural network computes a function that has a certain property. We begin with the study

3Note that the outer ReLU operation is not redundant in sgn(ReLU(·)) because the argument wT ·ReLU(Ax) can
be negative, in which case sgn(·) would return −1 /∈ {0, 1}; see also the discussion in footnote 1.
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of networks that compute a specific function. Since there are often many networks that compute
the same function, the question of whether a given network computes a certain function may be
viewed as testing whether an input has a certain specific property in standard property testing.

Given a function f : {0, 1} → {0, 1} to be tested, a property tester is an algorithm with query
access to the weights of a network (with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes) that accepts
with probability at least 2

3 every network that computes f and rejects with probability at least 2
3

every network that is far from computing f , where we parameterize the notion of being far with
parameters ε, δ. Parameter ε refers to the distance between the networks (defined above) and δ
refers to the distance between the computed function with respect to the uniform distribution4.

Before we proceed with our definitions, let us recall the notion of property of Boolean functions,
which is any family P =

⋃
n∈N Pn, where Pn is a set of Boolean functions f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}.

Definition 2.3 (ReLU network being far from a property of functions). Let (A,w) be
a ReLU network with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes. (A,w) is called (ε, δ)-close to
computing a function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} with property P =

⋃
n∈N Pn, if one can change

the matrix A in at most εnm places and the weight vector w in at most εm places to obtain a
ReLU network that computes a function g, such that there exists a function f ∈ Pn for which
Pr[g(x) ̸= f(x)] ≤ δ, where x is chosen uniformly at random from {0, 1}n. If (A,w) is not (ε, δ)-
close to computing f with property P then we say that it is (ε, δ)-far from computing f with
property P.

If |Pn| = 1, f ∈ Pn, then in Definition 2.3 we say that a network is (ε, δ)-close/far from computing f .

Remark 2.4. One could argue that it is highly undesirable that the notion of (ε, δ)-distance
employed in this paper does not satisfy the triangle inequality. However, our model is a natural
relaxation of the model with δ = 0, which is exactly the standard model of property testing with
a property P being the set of networks computing a given function (like the 0-function) [Gol17].
So, it is an inherent feature of property testing that the distance to a property/function often does
not satisfy the triangle inequality : Just as two graphs G and H being close to 3-colorable does not
imply that G and H are close to each other, or two networks close to computing the 0-function are
not necessarily close.

Definition 2.5. A property P =
⋃

n∈N Pn of Boolean functions is testable (for ReLU networks)
with query complexity q(ε, δ, n,m), if for every n,m ∈ N, every ε ∈ (0, 1), and every δ ∈ (0, 1)
there exists an algorithm that receives parameters n,m, ε, δ as input and is given query access to an
arbitrary ReLU network with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes and one output node, and that

• queries the ReLU network in at most q(ε, δ, n,m) many places,

• accepts with probability at least 2
3 every network that computes a function from Pn, and

• rejects with probability at least 2
3 every network that computes a function (ε, δ)-far from P.

If the function q depends only on ε and δ, then we just say that the property P is testable.5

A tester that accepts every function from P with probability 1 is called one-sided tester.
4While distance to a property is often parameterized using only the parameter ε, a relaxation with another

parameter has been studied before. In fact, a very similar model has been used in [BFR+13] to test if a Markov chain
is mixing. Similarly to our problem, the graph/Markov chain can be seen as a computational model parameterized in
terms of ε and δ, where ε refers to the edit distance of the Markov chain and δ to the ℓ1-distance between the t-step
distributions. We believe that a similar relaxation is useful in our case as the relation between the network and the
function is rather complex, and we have little hope to obtain results without this second parameter δ.

5In property testing, traditionally (cf. [BY22, Gol17]), the ultimate goal of the analysis is to obtain testers whose
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3 Technical overview

We initiate the study of property testing of computational networks on an example of neural networks.

3.1 Studying variants of the model on a simple function

We begin with the study of the constant 0-function (the same results are true for the OR function)
in our basic model of feedforward networks with ReLU activation function, one hidden layer, and
single output. We start by showing that the constant 0-function is testable in such model. This is the
case even though (see Theorem 9 in Section 5.1) the problem of verifying if the network computes
the constant 0-function is NP-hard (note that if we had no ReLU we could simply compute wTA
and check whether wTA has positive entries; so here ReLU makes the problem more difficult). Our
result is summarized in the following theorem (for a proof, see Section 5.2):

Theorem 1. Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and a single
output. Let δ ≥ e−n/16, 1

m < ε < 1
2 , and 0 < λ < 1

2 .

(1) There is a tester that queries O( ln
2(1/ελ)
ε6

) entries from A and w, and (i) accepts with probability
at least ≥ 1− λ, if the ReLU network (A,w) computes the constant 0-function, and (ii) rejects
with probability at least 1− λ, if (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function.

(2) There is a tester with identical properties for computing the OR-function.

The query complexity of our tester does not depend on δ and we only require δ ≥ e−Ω(n). As-
suming that n and m are polynomially related, one could also remove this dependence by introducing
a factor polylog(1/δ) in the complexity, since for δ < e−n/16 we can read the whole network.

Observe that the query complexity of our tester in Theorem 1 is independent of the network
size. Further, for constant ε and λ, the query complexity of our is O(1).

Our property tester for the constant 0-function (see Algorithm 1 in Section 5.2) samples a subset
of poly(1/ε) ·polylog(1/λ) input and hidden layer nodes and evaluates whether the induced network
with a suitable bias at the output node computes the constant 0-function. While this approach
seems natural, the analysis and its use of the bias is non-standard and highly non-trivial.

The first step of our analysis shows that if the network is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant
0-function then there is an input x0 ∈ {0, 1}n on which the network outputs value Ω(εnm). Then,
we show that sampling a constant number of hidden layer nodes approximates the scaled output
value for this particular x0 with sufficient accuracy, giving the scaled output value Ω(εnm). In the
next step, we show that we can sample a constant number of input nodes and approximate the
value at the sampled hidden layer nodes so that the value at the output node is positive. Combining
all the steps yields that if the network is (ε, δ)-far then our tester rejects with sufficient probability.

In order to show that the algorithm accepts a network computing the constant 0-function, we
will argue that for all inputs x ∈ {0, 1}n the sampled network computes the constant 0-function.
For that, we take a different view and consider the sample from the input nodes as being fixed.

query complexity is independent of the input size, depending only on ε, δ. Testers with query complexity o(mn) are of
interest, but often not as the main objective. The importance of having the query complexity independent of ε and
δ is especially amplified in our setting: if we query the ReLU network in q(ε, δ, n,m) many places, then normally the
tester will be computing the function on the subnetwork determined by the tested edges for all possible 2n inputs.
However, the number of relevant input bits is always upper bounded by q(ε, δ, n,m) (since only input bits adjacent to
the queried edges impact the function computed), and therefore if the query complexity is independent of the input
size, then the number of inputs to be considered is at most 2q(ε,δ), which is independent on n and m. In other words,
testers with query complexity independent of n and m have their running time independent of n and m too.
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We then observe that restricting our network to the sampled input nodes can also be done by
restricting the input to vectors x ∈ {0, 1}n that are 0 for all input nodes that do not belong to the
sample. This allow us to interpret our sampling approach as only sampling from the hidden layer.
Hence, we can apply a concentration bound and take a union bound over all choices of input vectors
that are zero on the nodes not in the sample. We also observe that while the analysis considers
n-dimensional input vectors we know that these are 0 except for the sampled input nodes. Thus,
in order to compute the output value we only need to query edges between sampled nodes.

Comparison to a vanilla testing algorithm. The above result may be viewed as saying that a
network that is far from computing the constant 0-function (or from computing the OR-function) is
so already on most of small subnetworks. While this may not seem to be too surprising in the first
place, it turns out to be a useful addition to a vanilla testing algorithm that samples inputs and
evaluates the network on these inputs. This vanilla testing algorithm is arguably the most natural
and routinely used approach to test the functionality of neural networks. In fact, it corresponds
to the most standard setting in property testing of functions (see, e.g., [Gol17, BY22]) in which
the oracle allows to query the value of the network on a given input x, rather than to query the
network’s weights. In Section 6, we demonstrate the versatility of our property testing model and
show that there are networks that can be recognized as (ε, δ)-far (for constant ε and exponentially
small δ) from computing the 0-function by our tester, but the vanilla tester in expectation requires
an exponential in n number of samples in order to find an input that does not evaluate to 0.

Testing with one-sided error. We also consider the testability of the constant 0-function and
the OR-function with one-sided error. In Section 8.1, we design a tester with one-sided error and
query complexity of Õ(m/ε2). The one-sided error property tester samples a subset of O(logm/ε2)
input nodes S and rejects only if there exists an input that is zero on all nodes outside of S and
that evaluates to 1 or 0, respectively. If such an input is found, then it is a counter-example to
computing the constant 0-function (or the OR-function, respectively) and the algorithm can reject.

In Section 8.2 we give a near matching lower bound: any tester (for any constant ε) for the
constant 0-function (or for the OR-function) that has one-sided error has query complexity of Ω(m).
The lower bound follows from the fact that if too few weights are known, one can always ”complete”
the network to enforce it to compute the constant 0-function . Thus, the tester always accepts, but
there are inputs that are (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function.

Why testing of the 0-function? We consider the constant 0- and the OR-functions to be repre-
sentative for natural, simple, yet rich, and highly non-trivial functions in our setting. Furthermore,
note that for functions f and g, f ≡ g iff the network ReLU(f − g) + ReLU(g − f) computes the
0 function, and therefore testing the 0-function is closely related to the question of two networks
computing the same output values for all inputs. Other related problems that might be in reach
are dictatorship and juntas (which look like essentially equivalent to 0-testing, but they are not).

3.2 A lower bound in a distribution-free model (or on the choice of our model)

It is natural to try to extend our framework to a distribution-free model (see, e.g., [GGR98, Sec-
tion 2], [Gol17, Chapter 12.4] ), where the notion of being (ε, δ)-far from a property defines the
farness with respect to the second parameter δ in terms of arbitrary distribution. In the distribution-
free model the distance between Boolean functions is measured with respect to an unknown distri-
bution rather than the uniform distribution, as in our model considered above. It is also assumed
that a property tester has sample access to this distribution. In our case, we will assume query
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access to bits of the sample since our goal is to be sublinear in the input size n or even to have a
constant query complexity. While the study of this model is very tempting, unfortunately, we show
a lower bound that rules out sublinear-time testers even for the constant 0 function (see Section 7).

Theorem 2. For every constant k > 1, every property tester for the constant 0-function in the
distribution-free model has a query complexity of Ω(n1−1/k).

The proof of Theorem 2 is very technical and elaborate, but we will sketch here the main idea of
the proof for k = 2 (where for purpose of exposition we use different constants than in the general
proof). We define two distributions D1 and D2 on pairs of a network and an input distribution
(see also Figure 3) such that the networks from the first distribution are (whp.) computing the
constant 0-function and such that the pairs of network and input distribution DI from the second
distribution are (whp.) (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function with respect to DI .

For D1 the network will (whp.) compute the constant 0-function, so the underlying distribution
is not relevant. To construct the network we partition the hidden layer nodes into sets N and P
such that the nodes in N are connected to the output by edges of weight −1 and the nodes in P
by edges of weight 1. In the first layer, the edges to nodes from N are 1 with probability 2

3 and
−1, otherwise, and the edges to nodes from P are 1 with probability 1

2 . Ignoring the effect of the
ReLU it is not too hard to see that the network will evaluate (whp.) to 0 on any fixed input and
one can apply a union bound to show that this holds also for all inputs. As we show in the proof,
this intuition still holds under the ReLU function (however, it is technically more challenging).

Networks from D2 are similar, except that there is a random matching of input nodes and the
connections to the nodes from P are sampled for one node of the matching pair and copied for the
other. This implies that with probability 1

2 the pair of nodes contributes 2 to the hidden layer node,
while the expected contribution to N is 8

9 (here the edge weights are sampled independently and
the matched pair of input nodes contributes only if both first layer edges are 1, which happens with
probability 4

9 and the contribution is 2). Thus, for any matching pair the expected contribution to
the output is linear in the size of the hidden layer. We now define the unknown input distribution
to be the uniform distribution on the pairs of matched inputs. The network is far from computing
the 0-function since ”fixing” one of the Ω(n) matched pairs requires Ω(m) changes in the network.

Finally, we observe that distinguishing between the two distributions is expensive as the answers
to the queries are identically distributed as long as no matched pair is queried. Having access to
samples from the distribution does not help as it is impossible to ”find” input bits that are 1. Since
the matching of input bits is random, we prove that one needs Ω(

√
n) samples to find a matching

pair. We formalize this intuition and parameterize it by replacing pairs of inputs by k-sets, where
the first k−1 inputs are chosen randomly with probability 1

2 to be 1 (and −1, otherwise) and the last
one is 1, if there is an odd number of 1s among the first k− 1. We then modify our construction to
get a lower bound for any k. The lower bound is one of our main technical contributions, relying on
a novel controlling of the expectation of ReLU of sums of binomially distributed random variables.

3.3 First steps towards a classification of testable properties?

Our next goal is to try to understand which properties of ReLU networks are testable. Our first
result shows that some classes of functions, symmetric Boolean functions or monotone Boolean
functions have trivial testers (that always accept)

We prove this by showing that every network is close to computing the constant 0 function or
is close to the OR-function (with ε, δ not too small). 6

6We would like to stress that if two networks are close to computing a given function, then they are not necessarily
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Theorem 3. Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and a single
output. Let 0 < δ ≤ 1

2 and max{ 1
m , 2

√
log(2/δ)/n} ≤ ε. Then (A,w) is (ε, δ)-close to computing

the constant 0-function or it is (ε, δ)-close to computing the OR-function.

The proof of Theorem 3 (see Section 9.1) first argues that the value at the output (before we
apply sgn and ReLU) typically deviates from its expectation by at most O(

√
nm). Then we show

that we can modify the network in an ε-fraction of its inputs and increase (or decrease) the expected
value at the output bit by more than 1

2εmn. These two facts can be shown to yield Theorem 3.
Note that the property of monotone functions includes both the 0-function and the OR-function.

Thus an immediate consequence of Theorem 3 is that monotonicity has a trivial tester that always
accepts if ε ≥ max{ 1

m , 2
√
log(2/δ)/n}, and reads the whole input if ε < max{ 1

m , 2
√
log(2/δ)/n}.

When n andm are polynomially related, the query complexity of the tester is poly(1/ε)·polylog(1/δ).
Finally, we study monotone properties (which are different objects than monotone functions).

A property P is monotone, if it is closed under flipping bits in the truth table of any function having
the property P from 0 to 1. One can think of monotone properties as being defined by the set of
minimal functions under the operation of flipping zeros to ones. We call such a set a generator.

We show that every monotone property is testable with query complexity logarithmically on the
size of the generator (we assume that the algorithm gets the generator as input; this assumption is
justified as this depends on the property only). In Section 10 we prove the following result.

Theorem 4. Let 1
m < ε < 1, e−n/16 ≤ δ ≤ 1. Let P =

⋃
n Pn be an f(n)-generatible monotone

property with generator G =
⋃

nGn with |Gn| ≤ f(n) for all n. There is a property tester with query
access to a ReLU network N with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes that (i) accepts with
probability at least 1−λ, if N computes a function in P, (ii) rejects with probability at least 1−λ, if
N is (ε, δ)-far from computing a function in P. The tester has query complexity O(ln(f(n)δελ )/(δε4)).

3.4 Extension to multiple outputs and multiple hidden layers

We can extend our framework to more complex neural networks and demonstrate that our method-
ology can be applied to a natural generalization of our setting allowingmultiple outputs andmultiple
hidden layers. We introduce this model in Sections 11–13 and show the applicability of our tech-
niques by extending the approach for testing the constant 0-function (and the OR-function) to
testing near constant functions in ReLU networks with multiple hidden layers and outputs: testing
for f(x) = sgn(ReLU(Wℓ · . . . ·ReLU(W1 ·ReLU(W0 ·ReLU(x))) . . . )), where Wi ∈ [−1, 1]mi+1×mi .

We begin with the analysis of ReLU networks with multiple outputs and one hidden layer.
Before we proceed, let us introduce the notion of near constant functions with multiple outputs7,
which are constant functions on every input x except x = 0. We first present a general reduction to
single layer networks. The following theorem, central for our analysis, demonstrates that if a ReLU
network with r outputs is (ε, δ)-far from computing near constant function b, then for at least an
ε
2 -fraction of the output bits i, the ReLU network restricted to the output node i is (ε′, δ′)-far from
computing an appropriate near constant function, where δ′ ∼ δ/r and ε′ = ε2/1025.

pairwise close to each other (cf. Definition 2.4). Similarly, notice that while the closeness result in Theorem 3 may
on the first glance seem to be unnatural, similar and even stronger claims are known in various scenarios in property
testing. For example, in the classical dense graph model (see [Gol17]), for ε > 1

n
, every graph is both, ε-close to be

connected and ε-close to be disconnected ( every graph on n vertices can be made connected using at most n edge
changes, and can be made disconnected using at most n edge changes). Therefore, the fact that in our property testing
framework all properties are close to computing the constant 0-function or close to computing the OR-function, does
not mean that testing of these two properties is trivial, nor it shows that the framework considered here is unnatural.

7We need this notion to exclude trivial cases; notice that since for any ReLU network f(0) = 0 (and so there is no
ReLU network with ∀xf(x) = 1), we consider only near constant functions; see also Definition 11.5 and Definition 11.6.
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Theorem 5. Let N be a ReLU network (A,W ) with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and

r output nodes. Let e−n/16 ≤ δ < 1 and 16 ·
√

ln(2m)
m ≤ ε < 1

2 . Let b = (b1, . . . , br) ∈ {0, 1}r.
If N is (ε, δ)-far from computing a near constant function b then there are more than 1

2εr output
nodes such that for any such output node i, the ReLU network N restricted to the output node i is

( ε2

1025 ,
δ−e−n/16

r )-far from computing near constant function bi.

One can then combine Theorem 1 with Theorem 5 to immediately obtain the following theorem
for testing near constant functions in ReLU networks with multiple outputs and one hidden layer.

Theorem 6. Let N be a ReLU network (A,W ) with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and r
output nodes. Let b ∈ {0, 1}r, (r+1)e−n/16 ≤ δ < 1, and c ·

√
ln(2m)/m < ε < 1

2 for a sufficiently

large constant c. There is a property tester that queries O( ln
2(1/ελ)
ε13

) entries from A and W and

• accepts with probability at least 2
3 , if N computes near constant function b, and

• rejects with probability at least 2
3 , if N is (ε, δ)-far from computing near constant function b.

Observe that the query complexity of our tester in Theorem 6 is independent of the network
size. Further, for constant ε and λ, the query complexity is O(1), and similarly as in Theorem 1,
one could remove the dependency for δ by introducing a small factor term in the query complexity.

Our analysis so far has studied the model of ReLU networks with a single hidden layer. We can
extend our analysis of this setting to allow multiple hidden layers. A simplified claim can be stated
in the following theorem.

Theorem 7. Let 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 ,

1
n < ε < 1

2 , and δ ≥ e−n/16+ e−(ε/2)ℓn/(342(ℓ+1)2). Let N be a ReLU
network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) with n input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with n hidden layer nodes each, and
a single output node. Further, suppose that n ≥ 171 · (ℓ+1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · (ln(2/δ) + ℓ lnn). Assuming
that ℓ is constant, there is a tester that queries Θ(ε−8ℓ · ln4(1/λε)) entries from W0, . . . ,Wℓ, and

(i) rejects with probability at least 1−λ, if N is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function,

(ii) accepts with probability at least 1− λ, if N computes the constant 0-function.

The approach used in the proof of Theorem 7, on a high level, follows the method presented in
the analysis of a single hidden layer (see Theorem 1), but the need of dealing with multiple layers
makes the analysis significantly more complex and challenging (and much longer). The approach
relies on two steps of the analysis, first proving part (i) about ReLU networks that are (ε, δ)-far
from computing the constant 0-function (Sections 12.2.4 and 12.2.5) and then part (ii) about ReLU
networks that compute the constant 0-function (Section 12.2.6).

The analysis of part (i) is in four steps, see Section 12.2. We first show (Section 12.2.2) that the
use of randomly sampled nodes in each layer of the network results in a modified ReLU network
that, after scaling, for any fixed input returns the value close to the value returned by the original
network. Next, (Section 12.2.3) we extend this claim to show that there is always a modified ReLU
network that, after scaling, for all but a small fraction of the inputs, returns the value close to
the value returned by the original network. We then study ReLU networks (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) that are
(ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function. In that case, we first show that there is always
an input x0 ∈ {0, 1}m0 on which the (ε, δ)-far network returns a value which is (sufficiently) large.
Then, using the result from Definition 12.8 that the sampled network approximates the output of
the original network, we will argue in Section 12.2.5 that if (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-far from computing
the constant 0-function then randomly sampled network on input x0 returns a (sufficiently) large.
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The study of part (ii), as described in Definition 12.14, relies on a similar approach as that in
part (i). We use the fact that the sampled network computes a function which on a fixed input is
(after scaling) close to the original function on that input (Definition 12.5), and hence that value
cannot be too large. An important difference with part (i) is that one must prove the claim to hold
for all inputs, making the arguments more challenging (the straightforward arguments would require
the size of the sample to depend on m0, giving a tester with super-constant query complexity).

A consequence of Theorem 7 is that it gives a tester with query complexity 1/poly(ε) for any
constant number of layers. Furthermore, as in our study for one hidden layer, essentially identical
analysis as for the constant 0-function can be applied to test the OR-function (see Theorem 14 and
its simpler form Theorem 15 in Section 12.3).

Finally, we can extend the analysis above (Theorems 6 and 7) to networks with multiple hidden
layers and multiple outputs. As in Theorem 6 (for ReLU networks with a single hidden layer and
multiple outputs) the proof of the following Theorem 8 relies on a reduction of the problem to
testing a near constant function to testing the constant 0-function and the OR-function.

Theorem 8. (Testing a near constant function in feedforward networks with ReLU
activation function, multiple hidden layers, and multiple outputs) Let N be a ReLU
network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer

nodes each, and mℓ+1 ≥ 2 output nodes. Let 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 , 2 ℓ

√
17(ℓ+1)

max0≤k≤ℓ{mk} < ε < 1
2 , and

δ ≥ 2mℓ+1(ξ + e−m0/16). Let b ∈ {0, 1}mℓ+1 and c = c(ℓ) be a sufficiently large positive constant.
Suppose that for an arbitrary parameter 0 < ξ < 1

ℓ+1 it holds that mk ≥ c · (2/ε)2ℓ2 · ln(1ξ
∏ℓ

i=1mi)

for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. If ℓ is constant then there is a tester that queries Θ(ε−(8ℓ2+1) · ln4(1/λε))
entries from W0, . . . ,Wℓ, and

• accepts with probability at least 1− λ, if N computes near constant function b, and

• rejects with probability at least 1−λ, if N is (ε, δ)-far from computing near constant function b.

As with our earlier results in Section 3.4, the query complexity of our tester in Theorem 8 is
independent of the network size, and for constant ε, λ, ℓ, and mℓ+1, the query complexity is O(1).

4 Organization of the rest of the paper

The rest of the paper contains technical details, the proofs, the algorithms, and the analysis of the
results promised in Section 3.

Section 5 presents the analysis of testing constant 0-function and OR-function in our model of
ReLU networks with one hidden layer and a single output. It begins (Section 5.1) with the proof of
Theorem 9, that deciding if the network computes 0 is NP-hard. Then, we prove the main result
here, Theorem 1, that constant 0-function and the OR-function are testable in our model.

Section 6 contains the analysis of a vanilla testing procedure, concluding with a proof of Corol-
lary 6.3 which implies that with the right sampling approach we can efficiently analyze the behavior
of a neural network in some cases where it would not be detected by the vanilla tester.

Section 7 studies in details the distribution-free model and its limitations for testing the constant
0-function. The main result here, Theorem 2, gives a lower bound on testing the 0-function in the
distribution-free model. This is arguably one of the most technically involved parts of the paper.

Section 8 studies the complexity of testing the constant 0-function and OR-function with one-
sided error. We show that with one-sided error testing is possible with O(m lnn/ε2) queries (The-
orem 10), and at the same time, any tester for the constant 0-function (or for the OR-function)
that has one-sided error has query complexity of Ω(m) (Theorem 11).
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Section 9 discusses and proves a structural theorem, Theorem 3, that all ReLU networks are
close to the constant 0-function or close to the OR-function, and discusses its consequences for
property testing (Definitions 9.1 and 9.2).

Section 10 analyzes testing of monotone properties, concluding with the proof of Theorem 4.
The following Sections 11 to 13 extend our analysis from Section 5 of testing constant 0-function

and OR-function in ReLU networks with one hidden layer and a single output to ReLU networks
with multiple hidden layers and multiple outputs. This study, together with the analysis in Sec-
tion 7, is arguably technically the most involved part of our analysis. First, Section 11 considers
ReLU networks with multiple outputs and one hidden layer, beginning with a general reduction to
single layer networks in Theorem 5 and summarizing the entire analysis in the proof of Theorem 6.
Next, Section 12 considers ReLU networks with multiple hidden layers and a single output, summa-
rizing the analysis in the proofs of Theorem 7 and Theorem 13 for the constant 0-function, and of
Theorem 14 and Theorem 15 for the OR-functions. Finally, Section 13 combines the two previous
sections and study testing of ReLU networks with multiple layers and outputs, see Theorem 8.

This analysis is then followed by Section 14 containing final conclusions and thoughts about
our framework and our results.

Finally, for the sake of completeness, we recall in Section A three auxiliary concentration bounds
used in the paper.

5 One hidden layer : Testing constant 0-function and OR-function

We begin our study with the analysis of ReLU networks with one hidden layer and a single output,
deferring the study of more complex neural networks with multiple outputs and multiple hidden
layers to Sections 11–13. While on a high level, the analysis of the simpler one-output-bit and
one-hidden-layer ReLU networks shares many similarities with the analysis of the more general
case from Sections 11–13, the study of ReLU networks with multiple outputs and multiple hidden
layers is more refined and subtle. Therefore we begin with the simpler analysis here, providing
useful intuitions and tools which will be used later in Sections 11–13.

We consider first two simplest functions we can think of, which are

• the constant 0-function f
(0)
n : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} with f

(0)
n (x) = 0 for all x ∈ {0, 1}n, and

• the OR-function8 f
(1)
n : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} with f

(1)
n (x) = sgn(x) = sgn(

∑n
i=1 xi) for all

x = (x1, . . . , xn) ∈ {0, 1}n

and study them from a property testing point of view. We define Pn = {f (0)n } and Qn = {f (1)n }, and
the properties Π(0) =

⋃
n∈N Pn and Π(1) =

⋃
n∈NQn. Our objective is to design property testers for

Π(0) and Π(1).

5.1 Computational complexity: Deciding if the network computes 0 is NP-hard

Before we study the testing task, we first show that the problem of deciding whether a given ReLU
network computes the constant 0-function is NP-hard (under Cook reduction). We remark that
similar proofs for related setting are known (see, for example, [BDL22, BR88, DWX20, GKMR21,
Jud88, MR18]).

8Observe that the OR-function f
(1)
n can be seen as a complement of the constant 0-function, since it differs from

the constant 1-function (defined as fn(x) = 1 for all x ∈ {0, 1}n) only on a single input x = 0, on which we know
(see Definition 2.1) that any ReLU network will always return 0 (see Definition 11.6 for a more detailed discussion).
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Theorem 9. Let (A,w) with aij ∈ Q and wj ∈ Q be a ReLU network with n input nodes and m
hidden layer nodes that computes function f(x) = sgn(ReLU(wT ReLU(Ax)). Then the problem of
deciding on input (n,m,A,w) whether the network computes the constant 0-function is NP-hard.

Proof. In order to show NP-hardness, we reduce PARTITION to our problem. Recall that in the
partition problem we are given a set I with N positive integers our objective is to decide, if I can
be partitioned into two sets S, T such that

∑
y∈S y =

∑
y∈T y.

We show that given an instance I of PARTITION we can compute in polynomial time a ReLU
network with n = N + 1 input nodes and 3 hidden layer nodes such that there exists x ∈ {0, 1}n
with sgn(ReLU(wT ReLU(Ax)) = 1 if and only if there exists a partition of I = {r1, . . . , rN} into
S, T such that

∑
y∈S y =

∑
y∈T y.

Let W =
∑

y∈I y. Let us use u1, u2, u3 to denote the hidden layer nodes. We set the weight
of the edge connecting the ith input node to u1 to be ri

W and to u2 to be − ri
W . Furthermore, we

connect the N + 1st input layer node via an edge of weight −1
2 to node u1, an edge of weight 1

2 to
node u2 and an edge of weight 1 to node u3. In the second layer, nodes u1 and u2 are connected
with an edge of weight −1 to the output, while node u3 is connected through an edge of weight 1

W .
All other edges have weight 0.

Now assume that a partition of I into S and T with
∑

y∈S y =
∑

y∈T y exists. In this case, for
1 ≤ i ≤ N , we can set xi = 1 if ri ∈ S and xi = 0, otherwise. Furthermore, we set xN+1 = 1. Since
the edge weights connecting the ith node to u1 and u2 are ri

W and − ri
W they sum up to 1

2 and −1
2 .

Taking the last input bit into account, the sum of inputs at u1 and u2 is 0. However, u3 contributes
1
W to the output and so we have sgn(ReLU(wT ReLU(Ax)) = 1.

Now consider a vector x ∈ {0, 1}n with sgn(ReLU(wT ReLU(Ax)) = 1. Since u1 and u2 cannot
contribute positively to the output and since u3 contributes positively only if xN+1 = 1 we know
that xN+1 = 1. Now consider the partition S = {ri : xi = 1} and T = I \ S and assume that∑

y∈S y ̸=
∑

y∈T y. Since the numbers in I are integers, it follows that
∑

y∈S y ̸=
∑

y∈T y implies

that |
∑

y∈S y−
∑

y∈T y| ≥ 1. This means that either u1 or u2 contribute at least − 1
W to the output

value and so sgn(ReLU(wT ReLU(Ax)) = 0. A contradiction! Thus, we have
∑

y∈S y =
∑

y∈T y

and hence the reduction ensures that there exists x ∈ {0, 1}N+1 with sgn(ReLU(wT ReLU(Ax)) = 1
if and only if there is a partition of I into sets of equal sum. Clearly, the reduction can be computed
in polynomial time and so the problem is NP-hard.

It is also not difficult to see that the arguments in the proof of Theorem 9 show that also the
problem of deciding whether the network computes the OR-function is NP hard.

5.2 One hidden layer: Tester for the constant 0-function and the OR-function

While Theorem 9 shows that it is hard to decide if a given ReLU network computes the constant
0-function or not, in this section we prove that a relaxed version of the problem, namely, that
of (property) testing if a given ReLU network computes the constant 0-function, has significantly
lower complexity. Our result can be easily extended to the OR-function. The following theorem
shows that properties Π(0) and Π(1) are testable for ReLU networks with one hidden layer.

Theorem 1. Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and a single
output. Let δ ≥ e−n/16, 1

m < ε < 1
2 , and 0 < λ < 1

2 .

(1) There is a tester that queries O( ln
2(1/ελ)
ε6

) entries from A and w, and (i) accepts with probability
at least ≥ 1− λ, if the ReLU network (A,w) computes the constant 0-function, and (ii) rejects
with probability at least 1− λ, if (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function.
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(2) There is a tester with identical properties for computing the OR-function.

Constant 0-function. Our property testing algorithm AllZeroTester(ε, λ, n,m) below works
by focusing its attention on a small “subnetwork” induced by some randomly sampled nodes. The
algorithm first samples a subset of poly(1/ε) · ln(1/λ) nodes from the input layer and from the
hidden layer. Then we scale the weights of all edges between the sampled input and the sampled
hidden layer nodes by a factor of n

s and all edges from sampled hidden layer nodes to the output
node by m

t . We then introduce a bias b = − 1
16εnm to the output node, i.e., we subtract 1

16εnm
before we apply the ReLU function. For the resulting network we check whether it computes the
constant 0-function. If this is the case, we accept. Otherwise, we reject.

In the following, we use matrix notation and write S and T for sampling matrices that select s
and t input/hidden layer nodes at random. That is, S is an n× n diagonal matrix whose diagonal
entries (i, i) are equal to 1 iff xi is in the sample set (and is 0 otherwise), and T is an m × m
diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries (j, j) are equal to 1 iff hidden layer node j is in the second
sample set (and is 0 otherwise). With this notation we can describe our algorithm as follows (we
did not optimize constants and we assume that ε ∈ ( 1

m ,
1
2) and λ ∈ (0, 12)).

Algorithm 1: AllZeroTester(ε, λ, n,m)

1 Sample s = ⌈220
ε2

· ln(1/ελ)⌉ nodes from the input layer and t = ⌈230
ε4

· ln(1/ελ)⌉ nodes from
the hidden layer uniformly at random without replacement.

2 Let S ∈ Nn×n
0 and T ∈ Nm×m

0 be the corresponding sampling matrices.
3 if there is x ∈ {0, 1}n with nm

st · wT · ReLU(TASx)− 1
16εnm > 0 then reject;

4 else accept.

Before we will analyze the properties of the output of AllZeroTester, let us first observe that
the query complexity of AllZeroTester is (s + 1) · t = Θ(st), and hence the query complexity
is as stated. Indeed, after sampling s input nodes and t nodes from the hidden layer, the diagonal
matrices S and T have s and t non-zero entries, respectively. Therefore TAS can be computed by
querying only s · t entries from matrix A and it will have at most t non-zero rows and at most s
non-zero columns. Hence, in order to compute TASx one has to consider only s bits from {0, 1}n,
and to compute nm

st · wT · ReLU(TASx) one has to consider only t entries from wT .

The OR-function. Not surprisingly, the property tester for the OR-function is similar to the
property tester for the constant 0-function, since essentially, the OR-function is the constant 1-
function, except that for a single input: when x is a 0-vector 0 then the network returns 0 (cf.
Definition 11.6). As we will see below, a simple modification of the property tester for the constant
0-function can be turned into a property tester for the OR-function. Our testing algorithm OR-
Tester is almost identical to Algorithm AllZeroTester except that now we use bias b = 1

16εnm.

Algorithm 2: ORTester(ε, λ, n,m)

1 Sample s = ⌈220
ε2

· ln(1/ελ)⌉ nodes from the input layer and t = ⌈230
ε4

· ln(1/ελ)⌉ nodes from
the hidden layer uniformly at random without replacement.

2 Let S ∈ Nn×n
0 and T ∈ Nm×m

0 be the corresponding sampling matrices.
3 if there is x ∈ {0, 1}n with nm

st · wT · ReLU(TASx) + 1
16εnm < 0 then reject;

4 else accept.
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Properties of the output. Next, we will study the properties of the output. First, notice that
our sampling network without a bias would compute

sgn
(
ReLU

(m
t
· wT · T · ReLU

(n
s
·ASx

)))
.

Since the ReLU function is positive homogeneous, T is a fixed matrix with non-negative entries
after the sampling, n

s > 0, and m
t > 0, we have that

sgn
(
ReLU

(m
t
· wT · T · ReLU

(n
s
·ASx

)))
= sgn

(
ReLU

(nm
st

· wT · ReLU(TASx)
))

.

Introducing in Algorithm AllZeroTester the bias to the output node leads to a network com-
puting

sgn

(
ReLU

(
nm

st
· wT · ReLU(TASx)− 1

16
εnm

))
and we notice that one can drop sgn and the outer ReLU, if we check whether the computed value
is greater than 0. Similarly, introducing the bias to the output node leads to the property tester
Algorithm ORTester corresponding to a network computing

sgn

(
ReLU

(
nm

st
· wT · ReLU(TASx) + 1

16
εnm

))
and we notice that one can drop sgn and the outer ReLU, if we check whether the computed value
is smaller than or equal to 0.

5.2.1 One hidden layer: If (ε, δ)-far then there is a bad input

To analyze the correctness of our algorithms AllZeroTester and ORTester, we first present
our structural lemma.

Lemma 5.1. Let δ ≥ e−n/16 and 1
m < ε < 1

2 . Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n input nodes
and m hidden layer nodes.

(1) If (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function then there exists an input x ∈
{0, 1}n such that

wT · ReLU(Ax) > 1
8εmn .

(2) If (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the OR-function then there exists an input x ∈ {0, 1}n
such that

wT · ReLU(Ax) < −1
8εmn .

Proof. The proofs of both parts of Definition 5.1 are by contradiction: we will assume that for
every input x the output value is at most 1

8εnm, or at least −1
8εnm, respectively, and then we

will show that the ReLU network is (ε, δ)-close to computing the constant 0-function, or the OR-
function, respectively; this would imply contradiction. We will begin with the analysis of the
constant 0-function and then show how the analysis should be modified to extend the proof to the
OR-function.
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(1) For the purpose of contradiction, we will assume that for every input x the output value is
at most 1

8εnm, and then we will show that the ReLU network is (ε, δ)-close to computing the
constant 0-function, implying contradiction.

First, suppose that there are less than ⌊εm⌋ positively weighted edges connecting the hidden
layer to the output node. Then we set all of them to 0 and the resulting network computes the
constant 0-function. Thus the network is (ε, δ)-close, contradicting to the lemma’s assumption.

Otherwise, suppose that there are at least ⌊εm⌋ positively weighted edges connecting the hidden
layer to the output node. Select an arbitrary subset E of ⌊εm⌋ positively weighted edges and
let U denote the set of hidden layer nodes incident to the edges from E. Let E′ be the subset
of first layer edges connecting input nodes to the nodes from U . Notice that |E| = |U | = ⌊εm⌋
and |E′| = n · |U | = ⌊εm⌋n. Now we modify the weights of |E| = ⌊εm⌋ edges between the
hidden layer nodes and the output, and |E′| = ⌊εm⌋n edges between input nodes and hidden
layer nodes: we assign weight −1 to every edge from E and weight 1 to every edge from E′.

Observe that originally, before the modifications, every hidden layer node in U had a non-
negative contribution to the output. Furthermore, after the modifications, every hidden layer
node from U contributes −k to the output node, where k is the number of 1s in the input
vector x, i.e., k = ∥x∥1. Thus all nodes from U contribute −|U | · ∥x∥1 = −⌊εm⌋ · ∥x∥1, and the
changes of the weights of the edges incident to U reduce the output value by at least ⌊εm⌋·∥x∥1.
Next, let us consider a random input vector x ∈ {0, 1}n. Using Chernoff bounds (see auxiliary
Definition A.3 for details), with probability at least 1 − e−n/16 ≥ 1 − δ, we have ∥x∥1 > 1

4n.
Conditioned on this event, after modifying the weights in the network, the sum of inputs
to the output node is reduced by at least 1

4n · ⌊εm⌋ ≥ 1
8εnm for our range of parameters.

However, we have assumed that for every input x the output value is at most 1
8εnm, and

thus the network computes the constant 0-function. Hence, we modified an ε-fraction of the
network’s edge weights and obtained a function that disagrees with the constant 0-function only
on inputs with ∥x∥0 ≤ n/4, which is at most a δ-fraction of all inputs. This is a contradiction
to the assumption that the network is (ε, δ)-far from that function. Thus, part (1) follows for
δ ≥ e−n/16.

(2) The analysis for part (2) is almost identical: we will assume, for the purpose of contradiction,
that for every input the output value is at least −1

8εnm, and then we will show that the ReLU
network is (ε, δ)-close to computing the OR-function; this is a contradiction.

First, suppose that there are fewer than ⌊εm⌋ non-positively weighted edges that connect the
hidden layer to the output node. We set all of them to 1 making all edges connecting the hidden
layer to the output node to have positive values. Next, we take an arbitrary hidden layer node
and make all its edges incident to the input nodes to become 1. Observe that the resulting
network computes the OR-function. Thus, the original network is (ε, δ)-close, contradicting to
the lemma’s assumption.

Otherwise, proceeding as for part (1), suppose that there are at least εm non-positively weighted
edges connecting the hidden layer to the output node. Take an arbitrary subset E of ⌊εm⌋
non-positively weighted edges and let U denote the set of hidden layer nodes incident to the
edges from E. Let E′ be the subset of first layer edges connecting input nodes to the nodes
from U . Notice that |E| = |U | = ⌊εm⌋ and |E′| = n · |U | = ⌊εm⌋ · n. We modify the weights
of |E| = ⌊εm⌋ edges between the hidden layer nodes and the output, and |E′| = ⌊εm⌋n edges
between input nodes and hidden layer nodes: we assign weight 1 to every edge from E ∪ E′.

Arguing as in part (1), one can show that all nodes from U contribute |U | · ∥x∥1 = ⌊εm⌋ · ∥x∥1.
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Next, let us consider a random input vector x ∈ {0, 1}n and as above, we can argue that with
probability at least 1 − e−n/16 ≥ 1 − δ, we have ∥x∥1 > 1

4n. Conditioned on this event, after
modifying the weights in the network, the sum of inputs to the output node is increased by
more than 1

4n · ⌊εm⌋ ≥ 1
8εnm. However, we have assumed that for every input x the output

value is at least −1
8εnm, and thus the network computes the constant 1-function; since this is

for the inputs with ∥x∥1 > 1
4n, the network computes the OR-function. Hence, we modified

an ε-fraction of the network’s edge weights and obtained a function that may disagree with
the OR-function only on inputs x with ∥x∥0 > n/4, which is at most a δ-fraction of all inputs.
Thus the network is (ε, δ)-close to computing the OR function, which is a contradiction. Thus,
part (2) follows for δ ≥ e−n/16.

5.2.2 One hidden layer: Random sampling concentration

Our next lemma considers the impact of the random sampling matrices S and T on the output value
of a ReLU network for any fixed x (and hence, for x whose existence is argued in Definition 5.1).

Lemma 5.2. Let w ∈ [−1, 1]m and matrix A ∈ [−1, 1]m×n. Let S, T be sampling matrices corre-

sponding to samples of size t ≥ 2048 ln(4/λ)
ε2

and s ≥ 2048 ln(4t/λ)
ε2

. Then for any fixed x ∈ {0, 1}n we
have

Pr
[∣∣∣mn
st

· wT · ReLU(TASx)− wT · ReLU(Ax)
∣∣∣ > 1

16εnm
]
≤ λ .

Proof. Fix an arbitrary x ∈ {0, 1}n. We first show that

Pr
[∣∣∣m
t
· wT · T · ReLU(Ax)− wT · ReLU(Ax)

∣∣∣ > 1
32εnm

]
≤ 1

2λ . (2)

Observe that wT · T · ReLU(Ax) is the sum of t entries in w ⊙ ReLU(Ax) (here ⊙ denotes the
Hadamard product) sampled uniformly without replacement. Next, we notice that E[wT · T ·
ReLU(Ax)] = t

m ·wT ·ReLU(Ax). Rescaling by 1
n ensures that the entries in w⊙ReLU(Ax) are in

[−1, 1] and so we can apply Hoeffding bounds [Hoe63] (we remark that the Hoeffding bound also
holds for sampling without replacement, see Definition A.1) to show that

Pr

[∣∣∣∣ 1nwTT ReLU(Ax)− t

mn
wT ReLU(Ax)

∣∣∣∣ > 1
32εt

]
=

Pr

[∣∣∣∣ 1nwTT ReLU(Ax)−E

[
1

n
wT · T · ReLU(Ax)

]∣∣∣∣ > 1
32εt

]
≤ 2e−2ε2(t/32)2/(4t) ≤ 1

2λ

for our choice of t ≥ 2048 ln(4/λ)
ε2

. Multiplying both sides with mn
t proves inequality (2).

In the following, we view the sampling process as first sampling t nodes from the hidden layer
and then s nodes from the input layer. Thus, we can condition on T being fixed and assume that
the s nodes from the input layer are sampled uniformly at random. We will now prove the following:

Pr
[∣∣∣mn
ts

· wT · ReLU(TASx)− m

t
wT · T · ReLU(Ax)

∣∣∣ > 1
32εnm

∣∣∣ T] ≤ 1
2λ . (3)

Let ai be the i-th row of matrix A. The value ai · x is the value at the i-th hidden layer node
before applying ReLU. We may view aiSx as the sum of s random entries from ai ⊙ x. Since these
entries are from [−1, 1] and E[aiSx] =

s
n · ai · x, Hoeffding’s bound (Definition A.1) implies that

Pr
[∣∣∣aiSx− s

n
· aix

∣∣∣ > εs/32
]
≤ 2e−2ε2(s/32)2/(4s) ≤ λ

2t
,
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where the last inequality follows from our assumption that s ≥ 2024 ln(4t/λ)
ε2

.
Now we observe that for wi ∈ [−1, 1] we have∣∣∣wi ·

(
ReLU(aiSx)− ReLU

( s
n
aix
))∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣wi ·

(
aiSx− s

n
aix
)∣∣∣ ≤ ∣∣∣aiSx− s

n
aix
∣∣∣ .

Following our arguments above, for each of the rows we have the following bound for the contribution
of the edge with weight wi that connects the i-th hidden layer node to the output node:

Pr

[∣∣∣wi ·
(
ReLU(aiSx)− ReLU

( s
n
· aix

))∣∣∣ > 1

32
εs

]
≤ 2e−2ε2/(s/32)2/(4s) ≤ λ

2t
.

Next, we observe that TA equals A in exactly t rows (the sampled rows) and is 0 otherwise. Taking
a union bound over the contribution of these t rows and observing that for the remaining rows the
product with Sx is 0 for every S, we obtain

Pr

[∣∣∣wT · ReLU(TASx)− s

n
· wT · ReLU(TAx)

∣∣∣ > 1

32
εst
∣∣∣ T] ≤ λ

2
.

Multiplying with mn
st and observing that ReLU(TAx) = T · ReLU(Ax) (since ReLU is positively

homogeneous), we obtain (3):

Pr
[∣∣∣mn
st

· wT · ReLU(TASx)− m

t
· wT · T · ReLU(Ax)

∣∣∣ > εmn/32
∣∣∣ T] ≤ λ

2
.

Next observe that inequalities (2) and (3) are simultaneously satisfied with probability at least
1− λ. Thus, the lemma follows from∣∣∣mn
st

· wT · ReLU(TASx)− wT · ReLU(Ax)
∣∣∣ ≤

≤
∣∣∣mn
st

· wT ReLU(TASx)− m

t
· wT · T · ReLU(Ax)

∣∣∣+ ∣∣∣m
t
· wT · T · ReLU(Ax)− wT · ReLU(Ax)

∣∣∣
≤ 1

16
εmn

with probability at least 1− λ.

5.2.3 One hidden layer: If (ε, δ)-far then we reject

Our next lemma incorporates Definitions 5.1 and 5.2 to summarize the analysis of our testers for
ReLU networks that are (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function or the OR-function.

Lemma 5.3. Let δ ≥ e−n/16, 1
m < ε < 1

2 , and 0 < λ < 1
2 . Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n

input nodes and m hidden layer nodes.

(1) If (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function then algorithm AllZeroTester
rejects with probability at least 1− λ.

(2) If (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the OR-function then algorithm ORTester rejects with
probability at least 1− λ.

Proof. We prove only part (1), since the analysis of part (2) is identical.
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By part (1) of Definition 5.1, since (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function,
there exists an x0 ∈ {0, 1}n such that wT · ReLU(Ax0) > 1

8εmn. Next, by Definition 5.2, with
probability at least 1− λ (over the random choice of S and T in the algorithm) we have∣∣∣mn

st
· wT · ReLU(TASx0)− wT · ReLU(Ax0)

∣∣∣ ≤ 1

16
εnm .

This implies that with probability 1− λ we obtain

mn

st
· wT · ReLU(TASx0) >

1

16
εnm.

Thus, with probability at least 1− λ we have

mn

st
· wT · ReLU(TASx0)−

1

16
εmn > 0.

and so AllZeroTester rejects with probability at least 1− λ. This concludes part (1).

5.2.4 One hidden layer: If network computes 0 then we accept

Our final lemma of this section summarizes the second part of the analysis of AllZeroTester
and of ORTester for ReLU networks and deals with the networks that correctly compute the
constant 0-function and the OR-function, respectively.

Lemma 5.4. Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes. Let

S, T be sampling matrices corresponding to samples of size t ≥ 512 ln(2s+1/λ)
ε2

and s ≥ 1.

(1) If (A,w) computes the constant 0-function, that is, for all x ∈ {0, 1}n we have

sgn(ReLU(wT ReLU(Ax))) = 0,

then it holds with probability at least 1 − λ (over the random choice of S and T as defined by
the algorithm) that for all x ∈ {0, 1}n

nm

st
· wT · ReLU(TASx)− 1

16
εnm < 0

and so algorithm AllZeroTester accepts.

(2) If (A,w) computes the OR-function, that is, such that for all x ∈ {0, 1}n \ 0 we have

sgn(ReLU(wT ReLU(Ax))) = 1,

then it holds with probability at least 1 − λ (over the random choices of S, T ) that for all
x ∈ {0, 1}n \ 0

nm

st
· wT · ReLU(TASx) + 1

16
εnm > 0

and so algorithm ORTester accepts.
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Proof. We prove only part (1), since the analysis of part (2) is identical.
Let (A,w) be a ReLU network that computes the constant 0-function. Let IS be the set of indices

of the s nodes sampled by our algorithm from the input layer and let XS = {x = (x1, . . . , xn)
T ∈

{0, 1}n : xi = 0, ∀i /∈ S} be the set of different inputs to the sampled network. In what follows, we
will condition on the choice of S being fixed. Observe that

nm

st
· wT · ReLU(TASx)− 1

16
εnm < 0

holds for all x ∈ {0, 1}n if and only if this inequality holds for all x ∈ XS . Therefore, in what follows
we will show that the output value of a fixed x ∈ XS will be approximated with high probability
and then we will apply a union bound over all x ∈ XS to conclude the analysis.

Let x be an arbitrary fixed vector from XS . Observe that 1
s · wT · ReLU(ASx) is an m-di-

mensional vector with entries from [−1, 1]. We know that wT ReLU(ASx) ≤ 0 since the network
computes the constant 0-function. Since ReLU is positively homogeneous we can move T out of
the ReLU function. The fact that T is a sampling matrix and that wT ReLU(ASx) ≤ 0 yields

E

[
1

s
· wT · T · ReLU(ASx)

∣∣∣ S] ≤ 0. (4)

Then, applying Hoeffding bound (Definition A.1) gives us

Pr

[∣∣∣∣1s · wT · T · ReLU(ASx)−E

[
1

s
· wT · T · ReLU(ASx)

]∣∣∣∣ ≥ 1

16
εt
∣∣∣ S] ≤ 2e−2(εt/16)2/(4t),

which is upper bounded by λ
2s for our choice of t, since t ≥ 512 ln(2s+1/λ)

ε2
. By the union bound over

the |XS | = 2s vectors in XS , this implies the following inequality to hold for all x ∈ {0, 1}n:

Pr

[∣∣∣mn
st

· wT · T · ReLU(ASx)−E
[nm
st

· wT · T · ReLU(ASx)
]∣∣∣ ≥ 1

16
εnm

]
≤ λ.

Now the lemma follows from inequality (4) and the fact that in the algorithm we are subtracting
1
16εnm from the result by taking a union bound over the |XS | = 2s vectors in XS .

The proof of part (2) mimics the proof of part (1), completing the proof of Definition 5.4.

5.2.5 One hidden layer: Completing the proof of Theorem 1

Now Theorem 1 follows immediately from Definitions 5.3 and 5.4 and from our analysis of the query
complexity after the description of AllZeroTester on page 16 and of ORTester on 16.

Remark 5.5. In our analysis, we have three constraints for the values of s and t: in Definition 5.2

we require t ≥ 2048 ln(4/λ)
ε2

and s ≥ 2048 ln(4t/λ)
ε2

, and in Definition 5.4 we require t ≥ 512 ln(2s+1/λ)
ε2

.

One can easily verify that with our initial assumption that 0 < λ, ε ≤ 1
2 , if t = ⌈2

30 ln(1/ελ)
ε4

⌉ and

s = ⌈2
20 ln(1/ελ)

ε2
⌉, then these inequalities are satisfied.

Our tester may be viewed as the structural result that any network that is (ε, δ)-far from
computing the 0-function (or from computing the OR-function) is far already on a small random
subnetwork.
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6 A vanilla testing procedure: Why random sampling is slow

The routinely used and (arguably) most natural approach to test the functionality of a neural
network is the following vanilla testing procedure: one samples from an input distribution and
then, after evaluating the network on the input samples, one determines the functionality of the
neural network. This approach is equivalent to a different than our property testing model for such
networks: instead of providing the oracle allowing to query the entries (weights) of the network,
as we do in Definition 2.5, the vanilla model allows to query the value of the network on any
single input vector x ∈ {0, 1}n. Observe that this vanilla testing procedure is very standard for the
property testing — it corresponds to the main setting considered routinely in the property testing
literature for testing functions, see, e.g., [Gol17, BY22] and the references therein.

In this section, we compare our property tester from Theorem 1 to the vanilla testing approach
and give an example that in some settings our approach will be able to detect a certain functionality
(that is, not computing the 0-function), while the vanilla procedure will badly fail.

We will focus on sampling from the uniform distribution. We show that there are networks that
are (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function, for some constant ε > 0 and for δ = e−Θ(n),
such that the vanilla tester will require 2Ω(n) samples (and so also exponential running time) to find
an example on which the network does not evaluate to 0, while our tester will reject the network in
constant time. In other words, the structural findings implied by our tester will lead in some cases
to significantly improved testing compared to the vanilla procedure.

6.1 The construction of a ReLU network (AL, wL)

We begin with an auxiliary construction of a ReLU network (AL, wL) for which we will later show
that (Definition 6.1) the probability that (AL, wL) does not return 0 is exponentially small (and
hence it will not be detected by the vanilla tester) and at the same time that (Definition 6.2)
(AL, wL) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function (and hence it will be detected by our
tester AllZeroTester).

𝐼1 𝐼2 𝐼3

𝐻1 𝐻2 𝐻3

output

10 ⋅ 𝜀 ⋅ 𝑛 20 ⋅ 𝜀 ⋅ 𝑛 n − 30 ⋅ 𝜀 ⋅ 𝑛

+1 +1

−1 −1

0 0

+1

+1

+1

+1

0
0

0
0

0
0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0

0

each input node from 𝐼1 with value 1
contributes 10 ⋅ 𝜀 ⋅ 𝑛 to the output

each input node from 𝐼2 with value 1
contributes −20 ⋅ 𝜀 ⋅ 𝑛 to the output

only non-zero weight edges
are those between nodes 
from 𝐼1 and 𝐻1 and between 
nodes from 𝐼2 and 𝐻2;
all such edges have weight 1

Figure 2: Construction of the ReLU network (AL, wL) used in Definition 6.3.
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Our network is very simple, see Figure 2. We have n input nodes and n hidden layer nodes.
We partition the n input nodes into three sets I1, I2, I3 and the hidden layer nodes into three sets
H1, H2 and H3. I1 contains the first 10

√
εn input nodes (we assume that

√
εn is integral - if this is

not the case, we can take a smaller ε that satisfies this condition), I2 the next 20
√
εn input nodes,

and I3 the remaining input nodes. Similarly, H1 contains the first 10
√
εn hidden layer nodes, H2

the next 20
√
εn hidden layer nodes, and H3 the remaining hidden layer. In the first layer all edges

connecting nodes from I1 to H1 and connecting nodes from I2 to H2 are set to 1; all other edges are
set to 0. In the second layer, the nodes from H1 are connected to the output node with an edge of
weight 1, the nodes from H2 are connected to the output node with an edge of weight −1, and the
nodes from H3 are connected with an edge of weight 0. Let (AL, wL) be the constructed network.

Observe that each input node from I1 contributes 10
√
εn to the output, each input node from I2

contributes 20
√
εn to the output, and each input node from I3 contributes 0 to the output. Thus,

the network evaluates to non-zero, if the number of ones among the input nodes from I1 is more
than twice the number of ones among the nodes from I2. These observations allow us to prove that
the constructed ReLU network (AL, wL) returns 0 for all but a tiny fraction of the inputs.

Lemma 6.1. Let 0 < ε < 1
1000 and

√
εn be integral. Let (AL, wL) be the network with n hidden

layer nodes and n input nodes described above. The probability that a vector x chosen uniformly at
random from {0, 1}n satisfies

wT
L · ReLU(ALx) > 0

is at most e−10
√
εn/8.

Proof. Since every input node from I1 that is 1 contributes 10
√
εn to the output node, the overall

contribution of these nodes is at most 100εn2. Every input node from I2 that is 1 contributes
−20

√
εn to the output node. Thus, if at least 5

√
εn nodes from I2 are 1 then the output will be 0.

Let Xi be the indicator random variable for the event that the ith input bit from I2 is 1 when the

input is chosen according to the uniform distribution. For X =
∑20

√
εn

i=1 Xi we have E[X] = 10
√
εn.

By Chernoff bounds we get

Pr[X ≤ 5
√
εn] = Pr[X ≤ 1

2E[X]] ≤ e−E[X]/8 = e−10
√
εn/8 .

Our next lemma shows that the constructed network is (ε, δ)-far from computing 0-function.

Lemma 6.2. Let n ∈ N, 0 < ε < 1
1000 , and δ < 2−(16

√
εn+1). The ReLU network (AL, wL) is

(ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function.

Proof. Let us first observe that any modification of a first layer weight can change the output value
by at most 2 and any modification of a second layer weight can change the output value by at most
2n. Therefore, any modifications of at most εn2 first layer weights and of at most εn second layer
weights can change any output value by at most 4εn2.

Next, notice that for any input that has at least 5
√
εn ones among the input nodes in I1 and at

most
√
εn ones among the input nodes in I2, the output value is at least 5

√
εn · |H1|−

√
εn · |H2| =

30εn2. Thus, the network will output 1 on such inputs even after an ε-fraction of modifications.
The probability that a random input has at least 5

√
εn ones among the input nodes in I1 is at least

1
2 . The probability that the input has at most

√
εn ones among the 20

√
εn input nodes in I2 is(

20
√
εn√
εn

)
·
(
1

2

)20
√
εn

≥
(
20
√
εn√
εn

)√
εn

·
(
1

2

)20
√
εn

≥ 2−16
√
εn .
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Therefore, the ReLU network (AL, wL) evaluates to 1 for at least a 2−(16
√
εn+1)-fraction of the

inputs, and so the network is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function for δ < 2−(16
√
εn+1).

We can now combine Definitions 6.1 and 6.2 to summarize our findings in the following corollary.

Corollary 6.3. Let n be the number of input layer (and hidden layer) nodes of the network (AL, wL)
as defined above. Let 1

n < ε < 2−16 and 0 < λ < 1
2 . Then

• Algorithm AllZeroTester rejects ReLU network (AL, wL) with probability at least 1− λ;

• the probability that sgn(ReLU(wT
L · ReLU(ALx))) evaluates to 1 is at most e−10

√
εn/8.

Proof. It follows from Lemma 6.2 that for δ = e−n/16 < 2−(16
√
εn+1) the network (AL, wL) is (ε, δ)-

far from computing the 0-function. Thus, by Theorem 1 our algorithm will reject with probability
1− λ. The second item follows from Lemma 6.1.

Definition 6.3 implies that with the right sampling approach we can efficiently analyze the
behavior of a neural network in some cases where it would not be detected by the vanilla tester.

7 Distribution-free model and its limitations for testing 0-function

Our analysis so far has been assuming (see Definition 2.3) that the notion of being (ε, δ)-far from
a property defines the farness with respect to the second parameter δ in terms of the uniform
distribution. We say that a network is far from computing a certain function f , if one has to
change more than an ε-fraction of its description size in order to obtain a function that on an input
chosen from the uniform distribution differs from f with probability at most δ. While the use of the
uniform distribution is standard in the classical property testing with respect to the parameter ε (cf.
[BY22, Gol17]), this model may seem to be too restrictive for many applications, and in particular,
in the study of neural networks. In such case one could prefer to consider the distribution-free
model, that is, the setting in which one assumes an arbitrary underlying distribution of the data
and the distance with respect to the parameter δ is measured according to this distribution and
where the analysis can be applied regardless of the true distribution of the data (see, e.g., [GGR98],
Chapter 1.5.2 in [BY22], or Chapter 1.3.2 in [Gol17]).

In this section, our aim is to extend our study to the distribution-free setting, where an input
can be generated from an arbitrary unknown distribution D. Since our goal is to develop testers
whose complexity is sublinear in the number of input bits, we do not want to assume that one can
sample and access an entire input x ∈ {0, 1}n according to distribution D at once, but rather we
want to be able to sample individual bits of x. In other words, we allow the tester to have sample
access to the underlying distribution D as well as query access to every sample.

Distribution-free model. Our distribution-free model can be described as follows. We are
given an unknown distribution D over {0, 1}n to which we have query access through a function
query(i, j). When for a given i the first query(i, j) happens, an input yi ∈ {0, 1}n is sampled from D
and query(i, j) returns the j-th bit of yi. For any further queries with the same index i, query(i, j′)
returns the j′-th bit of yi (and no sampling of yi occurs since yi is already determined).

We believe that the above model is the most natural extension of our framework to the
distribution-free setting, if we aim for sublinear time and query testers. Unfortunately, as we
will show below, testing in this distribution-free model is hard even for very simple functions. In
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the following, we will provide in Theorem 2 an Ω(n1−1/k) lower bound on the query complexity of
testing the constant 0-function in the distribution-free setting, where k is an arbitrary constant.

We start by defining the notion of (ε, δ)-far for the distribution-free model.

Definition 7.1 (Being far from computing a function under distribution D). Let (A,w) be
a ReLU network with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes and let D be a distribution on {0, 1}n.
(A,w) is called (ε, δ)-close to computing a function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} under distribution
D, if one can change the matrix A in at most εnm places and the weight vector w in at most εm
places to obtain a ReLU network that computes a function g such that Pr[g(x) ̸= f(x))] ≤ δ, where
x is chosen at random according to distribution D.

If (A,w) is not (ε, δ)-close to computing f under distribution D we say that it is (ε, δ)-far from
computing f under distribution D.

The definition extends in a straightforward way to properties of functions (cf. Definition 2.3).

7.1 The framework of proving hardness of distribution-free testing of 0-function

The main result of this section, Theorem 2 proven in Section 7.5, provides an Ω(n1−1/k) lower
bound on the query complexity of testing the constant 0-function in the distribution-free setting.
Before we present the proof, let us first introduce the framework behind our lower bound.

Let k ≥ 2 be an even constant that is not divisible by 4. We will assume that n is a multiple of
k. We will first define two distributions N1 and N2 over pairs ((A,w),D) of ReLU networks (A,w)
with n input nodes an m = n hidden layer nodes, and input distributions D over {0, 1}n. Then,
we will show that for a pair ((A,w),D) from N1, high probability (A,w) computes the 0-function
(not only with respect to D), while a pair ((A,w),D) from N2 with high probability is (ε, δ)-far
from computing the 0-function under distribution D. In N1, the distribution D will depend on a
partitionM of the input nodes into subsets of size k and which will be selected uniformly at random
from the set of all such partitions. In N2, both (A,w) and D will depend on such a partition M .

We will then show that no algorithm with query complexity o(n1−1/k) can decide with proba-
bility at least 2

3 whether a sample ((A,w),D) comes from N1 or N2, where the algorithm is given
query access to the sampled network (A,w) and to the sampled distribution D. However, since a
pair ((A,w),D) from distribution N1 computes with high probability the 0-function and the one
from distribution N2 is (ε, δ)-far from computing the 0-function with respect to D, any property
testing algorithm with success probability, say, 3

4 has to distinguish between the two distributions
(note that we can always boost the success probability of a property tester to any constant without
blowing up the asymptotic query complexity).

In the following, we describe how both distribution N1 and N2 generate pairs ((A,w),D) of
a network (A,w) and an input distribution D. For both N1 and N2, we first compute a random
partition M of the input nodes into subsets of size k. Each k-set in the partition will be denoted
as {i1, i2, . . . , ik} ∈ M , where i1, . . . , ik are the indices of the input nodes in a given partition
set in M . For both N1 and N2 the distribution D will be the uniform distribution on the set
{x ∈ {0, 1}n : ∃{i1, . . . , ik} ∈M such that x =

∑k
j=1 eij}. That is, distribution D assigns identical

probability to n
k inputs x ∈ {0, 1}n, each input containing k 1s, as in one set of the partition M .

Next, we describe how the ReLU networks (A,w) are constructed (see also Figure 3). Let P
denote the first n

2 hidden layer nodes and N be the remaining n
2 hidden layer nodes. For both

distributions N1 and N1 and N2, we assign weight 1 to the edges connecting the nodes from P to
the output node and weight −1 to connecting the nodes from N to the output node.

In both distributions N1 and N2, each first layer edge incident to N is assigned independently
weight 1 with probability 1

2 + γ and weight −1 with probability 1
2 − γ, where γ is a positive
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𝑃 𝑁

output

1 1 1
−1

−1

−1
−1

−1
−1

11 1

distribution 𝒟 ensures that exactly
one 𝑘-set has non-zero input random partition M of input nodes into 𝑘-sets

𝒩2: weight 1 or -1 chosen independently at random
constrained so that #1s from any 𝑘-set in M is even weight 1 with probability 

1

2
+ 𝛾 or

weight -1 with probability 
1

2
− 𝛾

𝒩1: weight 1 or -1 chosen independently at random

Figure 3: Construction of the networks used by the distributions N1 and N2. Notice that the n
2 nodes in

P have positive contribution to the output while the n
2 nodes in N have negative contribution.

constant (that depends on an even k ≥ 2 that is not divisible by 4) defined as γ := Ξk
8k with

Ξk := (−1)k/2−1

2k−1 ·
(

k−2
k/2−1

)
. Distributions N1 and N2 differ only in the way they assign weights to the

first layer edges incident to P . In distribution N1, for edges incident to P , we assign a weight from
{−1, 1} chosen independently and uniformly at random. We will show that with high probability
such a network will compute the 0-function. The intuitive reason is that each input node has in
expectation more edges with weight 1 to the nodes in N than to the nodes in P , which means that
the overall expected contribution per input node to the output will be negative. We will then show
that this does not only hold in expectation but also with high probability (the reason is that we
sample independently and for sufficiently large n we have good concentration properties). The main
challenge of the analysis following this approach is to control the impact of the ReLU function.

For N2, the values assigned to the edges from P depend on the sets inM . For every node v ∈ P
and every set {i1, . . . , ik} ∈ M , we select weights of edges (i1, v), . . . , (ik−1, v) independently and
uniformly at random from {−1, 1}. For the final edge (ik, v), we assign weight 1 if the number of
edges from (i1, v), . . . , (ik−1, v) that have been assigned weight 1 is odd; otherwise, the weight is
−1. Thus for example, in the case k = 2, after assigning a random weight from {−1, 1} to (i1, v),
we assign the same weight to (i2, v) as to (i1, v). Observe a useful property of this distribution that
for every subset of at most k − 1 from any set in M the distribution is identical to sampling every
weight independently and uniformly at random from {−1, 1}. We will show that such a network is
with high probability (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function under distribution D.

Building intuitions, case k = 2. Before we go into the details of the proof let us first consider
the setting k = 2. In this setting γ = 1

32 ; for larger k we will have much smaller values. Thus,
every edge between any input node and a node from N has a probability 2

3 to be 1 and 1
3 to be

−1. For samples ((A,w),D) from N1, we observe that the expected number of edges with weight
1 from a fixed input to the set N is 17

32 |N |, while the number of edges with weight −1 is only
15
32 |N |. Thus, in expectation an input node contributes 1

32 |N | to the values at the hidden layer.
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For the nodes in P , the expected number of edges with weight 1 is the same as the number of
edges with weight −1, and it is 1

2 |P |. Thus, the expected contribution to the hidden layer nodes is
0. However, due to the ReLU, the expected contribution of the hidden layer nodes from P to the
output node is still positive. Nevertheless, the overall contribution will be significantly lower than
to the nodes in N . Since the nodes in N contribute negatively to the output node and the nodes
in P contribute positively (and both sets have the same size), the value at the output node will
be negative in expectation (and also with high probability) and so the network - with sufficiently
high probability - outputs 0 for all inputs, i.e. it computes the 0-function. This can be proven by
a properly parameterized union bound. For the samples from N1 the distribution D is irrelevant;
it is only important to notice that the distribution of D is the same as under N2.

Next, consider a sample ((A,w),D) from distributionN2. Recall that we first compute a random
matching of the input nodes and the only change to the sampling from N1 is that we assign identical
(random) value to the edges (u,w) and (v, w) that connect matched input nodes u and v to the
same hidden layer node w. This has two main reasons. Firstly, this will increase the expected
contribution to the edges of P . This may seem counter-intuitive at first glance, but here the ReLU
operation is important. Consider the contribution of two matched input nodes. If both nodes are 1
(which happens with probability 1

2), then the contribution to the output node is 2, and if they are
both −1, then the contribution is 0. Thus the expected contribution is 1. Now, when both edge
weights are sampled independently, then the only value combination that contributes to the output
node is when both edges are 1, which happens with probability 1

4 (and contributes 2). Thus, in
this case the expected contribution is 1

2 . In other words, when an input vector that is 1 for two
input nodes that belong to the same pair from M , then the value at the output node is very large
and it requires a lot of changes to the network to fix this. We therefore pick distribution D to be
the uniform distribution on such inputs.

Next, we will show that it is hard to distinguish between a sample from N1 and from N2.
We consider an arbitrary algorithm that determines whether a sample ((A,w),D) comes from
N1 or N2. We assume that the algorithm has query access to (A,w) and D. In order to prove
that an algorithm with query complexity o(

√
n) (for k = 2; larger k we get o(n1−1/k) cannot

succeed we define two random processes that answer queries to assumed (A,w) and D on the fly
rather than sampling them at the beginning. The two processes are giving identically distributed
answers until for the first time all k elements from one of the sets in M have been queried. In
the latter case, the answer is deterministic when the sample is supposed to come from N2. Now,
the key observation is that finding all elements of such a set requires Ω(n1−1/k) queries. Indeed,
we may assume that the input nodes have been randomly perturbed, such that a new query to an
input node is uniformly distributed (under this random permutation) among the unqueried nodes.
Thus, we may assume that we are taking a uniform random sample from the input nodes. By a
birthday-paradox type argument one can prove that we need Ω(n1−1/k) samples to have one set
of a partition into sets of size k completely contained in the sample. Thus, we require that many
samples to distinguish between N1 and N2. Since the networks in N1 compute the 0-function (with
high probability) and the networks in N2 are (ε, δ)-far from computing the 0-function under D,
any property testing algorithm for the 0-function in the distribution-free model must have a query
complexity of Ω(n1−1/k).

7.2 Analyzing distribution N1

We begin with showing that if we sample ((A,w),D) from N1 then with high probability (A,w)
computes the constant 0-function. (The analysis in Section 7.2 works for any constant 0 < γ < 1

2 .)
We will study the expected value of a hidden layer node (both from P and N) for a fixed input
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vector x with ∥x∥1 = ℓ. For this purpose, we introduce some random variables. Let X1, . . . , Xℓ

be sampled independently and uniformly at random from {−1, 1} and let X(ℓ) = ReLU(
∑ℓ

i=1Xi).
Let Yi be independent random variables with Pr[Yi = 1] = 1

2 + γ and Yi = −1, otherwise; let

Y (ℓ) = ReLU(
∑ℓ

i=1 Yi). Observe that our definition of the distribution N1 implies that X(ℓ) is the
random variable for the value computed by a single node from P and Y (ℓ) is the random variable for
the value computed by a single node from N . We first bound the difference between the expected
value of a node from P and from N (notice that the use of ReLU makes the claim non-standard.)

Lemma 7.2. Let ℓ ∈ N. Let X1, . . . , Xℓ be random variables taking a value from {−1, 1} indepen-
dently and uniformly at random. Let Y1, . . . , Yℓ be independent random variables such that Pr[Yi =
1] = 1

2 + γ and Pr[Yi = −1] = 1
2 − γ for some constant γ ∈ (0, 1/2). Let X(ℓ) = ReLU(

∑ℓ
i=1Xi)

and Y (ℓ) = ReLU(
∑ℓ

i=1 Yi). Then

1
4 · γ · ℓ ≤ E[Y (ℓ)]−E[X(ℓ)] ≤ 4 · γ · ℓ .

Proof. We verify for ℓ = 1 that E[ReLU(Y1)] = 1
2 + γ and E[ReLU(X1)] = 1

2 , and therefore
1
4γ ≤ E[Y (1)] − E[X(1)] = γ ≤ 4γ. In the following we will focus on the case ℓ ≥ 2. In order to

analyze the difference between the expected values of Y (ℓ) and X(ℓ), we sample the Yi according
to a different process, which allows us to relate the expected values of Y (ℓ) and X(ℓ). Let us define
an independent random variable Zi to be 2 with probability 2γ and 0 otherwise. We then define
Yi = 1, if Xi = 1, and Yi = Xi + Zi, if Xi = −1. Observe that Yi only takes values −1 or 1 and
that we have (as required)

Pr[Yi = 1] = Pr[Xi = 1] + Pr[Zi = 2|Xi = −1] · Pr[Xi = −1] = 1
2 + 2γ · 1

2 = 1
2 + γ , (5)

where we use the fact that Xi and Zi are independent. Therefore random variables Y1, . . . , Yℓ have
the right distribution and we defined a correlation between them and random variables X1, . . . , Xℓ.

Next, since Yi ≤ Xi + Zi and Z ≥ 0, we can write

E[Y (ℓ)] = E[ReLU(
ℓ∑

i=1

Yi)] ≤ E[ReLU(
ℓ∑

i=1

(Xi + Zi))] ≤ E[ReLU(
ℓ∑

i=1

Xi) +
ℓ∑

i=1

Zi]

= E[ReLU(

ℓ∑
i=1

Xi)] +E[

ℓ∑
i=1

Zi] = E[X(ℓ)] + 4γℓ .

This proves the lower bound in Definition 7.2.
For the other direction, in order to process the ReLU function, let us define the event E that∑ℓ

i=1Xi ≥ 0 and notice that ReLU(
∑ℓ

i=1Xi | E) =
∑ℓ

i=1Xi. Next, since our process ensures that

Yi ≥ Xi for every 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ, we obtain ReLU(
∑ℓ

i=1 Yi | E) =
∑ℓ

i=1 Yi. Next, notice the following:

E[Y (ℓ)] = E[ReLU(

ℓ∑
i=1

Yi)] = E[ReLU(

ℓ∑
i=1

Yi) | E ] · Pr[E ] +E[ReLU(

ℓ∑
i=1

Yi) | ¬E ] · Pr[¬E ]

≥ E[ReLU(

ℓ∑
i=1

Yi) | E ] · Pr[E ] = E[

ℓ∑
i=1

Yi | E ] · Pr[E ] =

(
ℓ∑

i=1

E[Yi | E ]

)
· Pr[E ] .
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Similarly, since E[ReLU(
∑ℓ

i=1Xi) | E ] = E[
∑ℓ

i=1Xi | E ] and E[ReLU(
∑ℓ

i=1Xi) | ¬E ] = 0, we have

E[X(ℓ)] = E[ReLU(

ℓ∑
i=1

Xi)] = E[ReLU(

ℓ∑
i=1

Xi) | E ] · Pr[E ] +E[ReLU(

ℓ∑
i=1

Xi) | ¬E ] · Pr[¬E ]

= E[ReLU(
ℓ∑

i=1

Xi) | E ] · Pr[E ] = E[
ℓ∑

i=1

Xi | E ] · Pr[E ] =
ℓ∑

i=1

(E[Xi | E ]) · Pr[E ] .

Therefore, we can combine the two bounds above to obtain the following:

E[Y (ℓ)]−E[X(ℓ)] ≥

(
ℓ∑

i=1

(E[Yi | E ]−E[Xi | E ])

)
· Pr[E ] . (6)

Conditioning on the event E can be modeled by identifying the possible outcomes for X1, . . . , Xℓ

with the set of vectors α = (α1, . . . , αℓ) ∈ {−1, 1}ℓ such that
∑ℓ

i=1 αi ≥ 0. Let S≥0 denote this set.
Thus, conditioning on E may be viewed as sampling uniformly at random a vector α = (α1, . . . , αℓ)
from S≥0 and assigning Xi = αi for every 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ. Observe that 2ℓ−1 ≤ |S≥0| ≤ 2ℓ. Furthermore,
notice that the number of vectors in S≥0 with α1 = −1 is at least 2ℓ−3. (This follows from the
fact that the number of vectors with α1 = −1, α2 = 1, and

∑ℓ
i=3 αi ≥ 0 is at least 2ℓ−3.) By

symmetry, for any fixed 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ, the number of vectors α ∈ S≥0 with αi = −1 is also at
least 2ℓ−3. This implies that Pr[Xi = −1 | E ] ≥ 1

8 . This in turn, together with the fact that
Pr[Zi = 2 | E ] = Pr[Zi = 2] = 2γ and with the arguments used in (5), implies that

Pr[Yi = 1 | E ] = Pr[Xi = 1 | E ] + Pr[Zi = 2|Xi = −1 ∧ E ] · Pr[Xi = −1 | E ]
= Pr[Xi = 1 | E ] + Pr[Zi = 2] · Pr[Xi = −1 | E ]
≥ Pr[Xi = 1 | E ] + 2γ · 1

8 .

This immediately yields

Pr[Yi = −1 | E ] = 1− Pr[Yi = 1 | E ] ≤ 1−
(
Pr[Xi = 1 | E ] + γ

4

)
= Pr[Xi = −1 | E ]− γ

4 .

Therefore,

E[Yi | E ] = Pr[Yi = 1 | E ]− Pr[Yi = −1 | E ] ≥
(
Pr[Xi = 1 | E ] + γ

4

)
−
(
Pr[Xi = −1 | E ]− γ

4

)
= E[Xi | E ] + γ

2 .

Now, we can plug the bound above in (6) and combine it with Pr[E ] ≥ 1
2 to conclude

E[Y (ℓ)]−E[X(ℓ)] ≥

(
ℓ∑

i=1

(E[Yi | E ]−E[Xi | E ])

)
· Pr[E ] ≥ ℓ · γ

2 · 1
2 .

which yields the first inequality and completes the proof of Definition 7.2.

The following is a direct corollary of Definition 7.2.

Lemma 7.3. For any input vector x with ∥x∥1 = ℓ, the expected value of wT ·ReLU(Ax) satisfies

−2ℓγn ≤ E[wT · ReLU(Ax)] ≤ −1
8ℓγn .
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Proof. Since E[X(ℓ)] is the expected value computed by a single node from P , E[Y (ℓ)] is the expected
value computed by a single node from N , all nodes from P are connected to the output node by
edges with weight 1, all nodes from N are connected to the output node by edges with weight −1,
and |P | = |N | = n

2 , the expected value of wT ·ReLU(Ax) is equal to n
2 ·
(
E[X(ℓ)]−E[Y (ℓ)]

)
. Then

the claim follows directly from Definition 7.2.

Definition 7.3 implies that for any non-zero input vector x, the function computed according to
the distribution N1 satisfies E[wT ·ReLU(Ax)] < 0, and now we extend these arguments to obtain
a respective high-probability bound. We begin with a simple concentration bound.

Lemma 7.4. Let x be an input with ∥x∥1 = ℓ. Let (A,w) be chosen from distribution N1 for n
sufficiently large (as a function of γ). Let X = wT · ReLU(Ax) be the random variable for the
output value. Then

Pr
[
X −E[X] ≥ ℓγn

8

]
≤ n−10ℓ .

Proof. In distribution N1, if ∥x∥1 = ℓ then random variable X = wT · ReLU(Ax) depends only on
the choices of ℓn values in matrix A (entries A[i, j] with xi = 1). Observe that N1 selects the values
in A independently for each entry, and that changing an entry in A changes the output value by at
most 2. Thus, by McDiarmid’s inequality (one-sided version of Definition A.2 with ck = 2 for the
ℓn relevant entries in A), we get

Pr
[
X −E[X] ≥ ℓγn

8

]
≤ e−2(ℓγn/8)2/(22·ℓ·n) = e−ℓγ2n/128 .

For sufficiently large n such that n
lnn ≥ 1280

γ2 , we get the lemma.

We can now combine Definition 7.3 and Definition 7.4 to obtain the following high-probability
bound.

Lemma 7.5. Let ((A,w),D) be chosen from distribution N1 for n sufficiently large (as a function
of γ). Then (A,w) computes the constant 0-function with probability at least 1− n−8.

Proof. We have at most nℓ choices of x with ∥x∥1 = ℓ. Since E[wT ReLU(Ax)] ≤ −1
8ℓγn by

Definition 7.3, a union bound applied to the bound from Definition 7.4 yields for any fixed value
of ℓ > 0

Pr
[
∃x ∈ {0, 1}n : ∥x∥1 = ℓ and wT ReLU(Ax) > 0

]
≤ nℓ · n−10ℓ = n−9ℓ .

Next, we take a union bound over the n choices for ℓ ≥ 1 (for ℓ = 0 the output value is always 0)
and obtain

Pr
[
∃x ∈ {0, 1}n : wT ReLU(Ax) > 0

]
≤

n∑
ℓ=1

Pr
[
∃x ∈ {0, 1}n : ∥x∥1 = ℓ and wT ReLU(Ax) > 0

]
≤ n · n−9 = n−8 .

7.3 Analyzing distribution N2

We next consider distribution N2 and observe that it depends strongly on k. We will first determine
the difference of the expected value of the ReLU of sum of k i.i.d. binomial random variables and
the sum of k − 1 such variables plus the “parity,” i.e., a value that is 1 if there is an odd number
of ones among the first k − 1 random variables and is −1 otherwise.
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Lemma 7.6. Let k ≥ 2 be even. Let X1, . . . , Xk be random variables such that (i) X1, . . . , Xk−1

take values from {−1, 1} independently and uniformly at random and (ii) let Xk be 1 if |{i ∈
{1, . . . , k − 1} : Xi = 1}| is odd and Xk = −1 otherwise. Let U1, . . . , Uk be random variables that
take values from {−1, 1} independently and uniformly at random. Then we have

E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Xi

)]
−E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Ui

)]
=

(−1)k/2−1

2k−1
·
(
k − 2

k/2− 1

)
.

Proof. Let k ≥ 2 be even. Let ψ : {−1, 1}k−1 → {−1, 1} with

ψ(x1, . . . , xk−1) =


0 if

∑k−1
i=1 xi < 0;

1 if
∑k−1

i=1 xi ≥ 0 and |{1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1 : xi = 1}| is odd;
−1 if

∑k−1
i=1 xi ≥ 0 and |{1 ≤ i ≤ k − 1 : xi = 1}| is even.

The definition ofXk ensures that conditioned onX1, . . . , Xk−1, if
∑k−1

i=1 Xi < 0 then ReLU(
∑k

i=1Xi) =

0, and if
∑k−1

i=1 Xi ≥ 0 then Xk = ψ(X1, . . . , Xk−1). We observe that since k − 1 is odd, we get

that
∑k−1

i=1 Xi cannot be 0. Thus,
∑k−1

i=1 Xi ≥ 0 implies
∑k−1

i=1 Xi ≥ 1. This gives us the following
identity:

ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Xi

)
= ReLU

(
ψ(X1, . . . , Xk−1) +

k−1∑
i=1

Xi

)
= ψ(X1, . . . , Xk−1) + ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

Xi

)
.

Hence, since Xk is determined by X1, . . . , Xk−1, by definition of expectation we have for even k ≥ 2:

E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Xi

)]
=

∑
x=(x1,...,xk)∈{−1,1}k

ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

xi

)
· Pr[X(k) = x]

=
∑

x∈{−1,1}k−1

(
ψ(x1, . . . , xk−1) + ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

xi

))
·
k−1∏
i=1

Pr[Xi = xi]

=
∑

x∈{−1,1}k−1

ψ(x1, . . . , xk−1) ·
k−1∏
i=1

Pr[Xi = xi] + ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

xi

)
·
k−1∏
i=1

Pr[Xi = xi]

=
∑

x∈{−1,1}k−1

ψ(x1, . . . , xk−1) ·
k−1∏
i=1

Pr[Xi = xi] +E

[
ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

Xi

)]
. (7)

Next, we will study the two terms in (7).
Since ψ(x1, . . . , xk−1) depends only on the number of ones in x1, . . . , xk−1 and since ψ(x1, . . . , xk−1)

is non-zero only if set x1, . . . , xk−1 has at least k
2 ones, we observe that

∑
x∈{−1,1}k−1

ψ(x1, . . . , xk−1) ·
k−1∏
i=1

Pr[Xi = xi] =
k−1∑
i=k/2

(−1)i+1 ·
(
k − 1

i

)
·
(
1

2

)i

·
(
1

2

)k−1−i

=
1

2k−1
·
k/2−1∑
i=0

(−1)i ·
(
k − 1

i

)
=

1

2k−1
· (−1)k/2−1 ·

(
k − 2

k/2− 1

)
. (8)
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The last identity follows, for example, from identity (5.16) in [GKP94].
For the study of the second term in (7), let us first observe that our construction ensures that

random variables X1, . . . , Xk−1 are independent, and therefore

E

[
ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

Xi

)]
= E

[
ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

Ui

)]
. (9)

Next, since k is even, for any u = (u1, . . . , uk) ∈ {−1, 1}k the sum
∑k−1

i=1 ui is odd and therefore

(i) if
∑k−1

i=1 ui ≤ 0 then
∑k

i=1 ui ≤ 0, and (ii) if
∑k−1

i=1 ui ≥ 0 then
∑k

i=1 ui ≥ 0. (i) implies directly

that if
∑k−1

i=1 ui ≤ 0 then ReLU(
∑k−1

i=1 ui) = ReLU(
∑k

i=1 ui) = 0 and (ii) yields

E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Ui

) ∣∣∣ k−1∑
i=1

Ui ≥ 0

]
= E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Ui

) ∣∣∣ k−1∑
i=1

Ui ≥ 0 ∧ Uk = 1

]
· Pr[Uk = 1]

+E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Ui

) ∣∣∣ k−1∑
i=1

Ui ≥ 0 ∧ Uk = −1

]
· Pr[Uk = −1]

=

(
E

[
ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

Ui

) ∣∣∣ k−1∑
i=1

Ui ≥ 0 ∧ Uk = 1

]
+ 1

)
· 1
2

+

(
E

[
ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

Ui

) ∣∣∣ k−1∑
i=1

Ui ≥ 0 ∧ Uk = −1

]
− 1

)
· 1
2

= E

[
ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

Ui

) ∣∣∣ k−1∑
i=1

Ui ≥ 0

]
.

Therefore, we can summarize the discussion above to conclude that

• E
[
ReLU

(∑k
i=1 Ui

) ∣∣∣ ∑k−1
i=1 Ui < 0

]
= E

[
ReLU

(∑k−1
i=1 Ui

) ∣∣∣ ∑k−1
i=1 Ui < 0

]
and

• E
[
ReLU

(∑k
i=1 Ui

) ∣∣∣ ∑k−1
i=1 Ui ≥ 0

]
= E

[
ReLU

(∑k−1
i=1 Ui

) ∣∣∣ ∑k−1
i=1 Ui ≥ 0

]
.

This, when combined with (9), directly implies the following identity

E

[
ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

Xi

)]
= E

[
ReLU

(
k−1∑
i=1

Ui

)]
= E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Ui

)]
.

We can now plug this identity together with (8) in (7) to conclude the proof of Definition 7.6.

Let us remind that we defined earlier Ξk := (−1)k/2−1

2k−1 ·
(

k−2
k/2−1

)
and thus Definition 7.6 says

that E[ReLU(
∑k

i=1Xi)]−E[ReLU(
∑k

i=1 Ui)] = Ξk for even k ≥ 2. Observe that Ξ2 =
1
2 , but as k

increases, the absolute value of Ξk decreases. Further Ξk is positive when k is even and not divisible
by 4. Since we set γ := Ξk

8k , γ is also positive when k is even and not divisible by 4.
Our next lemma shows that in distribution N2, the expected value of wT · ReLU(Ax) is large.

Lemma 7.7. Let k ≥ 2 be even and not divisible by 4. Let ((A,w),D) be chosen at random from
distribution N2. Let x =

∑
k eij for some set {i1, . . . , ik} ∈ M . Let X = wT · ReLU(Ax) be the

random variable for the value at the output node. Then

E[X] ≥ 2γkn .
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Proof. Our definition ensures that the input x has exactly k ones. Next, let E[X(k)] denote the
expected contribution of a single node from P and E[Y (k)] denote the expected contribution of a
single node from N . Since all nodes from P are connected to the output node by edges with weight
1, all nodes from N are connected to the output node by edges with weight −1, and |P | = |N | = n

2 ,

the expected value of wT · ReLU(Ax) is equal to n
2 ·
(
E[X(k)]−E[Y (k)]

)
.

As in distribution N1, Y
(k) = ReLU(

∑k
i=1 Yi), where Y1, . . . , Yk are independent random vari-

ables such that Pr[Yi = 1] = 1
2 + γ and Pr[Yi = −1] = 1

2 − γ. Therefore, Definition 7.2 yields

E
[
Y (k)

]
−E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Ui

)]
≤ 4γk , (10)

where U1, . . . , Uk are random variables from {−1, 1} chosen independently and uniformly at random.
Observe that X(k) = ReLU(

∑k
i=1Xi), where X1, . . . , Xk are random variables that take values

from {−1, 1} independently and uniformly at random and Xk = 1 if |{i ∈ {1, . . . , k − 1} : Xi = 1}|
is odd and Xk = −1 otherwise. Therefore, we can use Definition 7.6 to obtain

E
[
X(k)

]
−E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Ui

)]
= Ξk . (11)

We can use (10) and (11) to obtain

E
[
X(k)

]
−E

[
Y (k)

]
=

(
E
[
X(k)

]
−E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Ui

)])
−

(
E
[
Y (k)

]
−E

[
ReLU

(
k∑

i=1

Ui

)])
≥ Ξk − 4γk ,

which yields the lemma since the expected value of wT · ReLU(Ax) is n
2 ·
(
E[X(k)]−E[Y (k)]

)
and

since we set γ := Ξk
8k .

Definition 7.7 implies that for any non-zero input vector x, the function computed according
to the distribution N2 satisfies E[wT ·ReLU(Ax)] ≥ 2γkn, and now we extend these arguments to
obtain a respective high-probability bound. We begin with a simple concentration bound.

Lemma 7.8. Let k ≥ 2 be even and not divisible by 4. Let ((A,w),D) be chosen from distribution
N2. Let x =

∑
k eij for some set {i1, . . . , ik} ∈M . Let X = wT ·ReLU(Ax) be the random variable

for the output value. Then

Pr [X ≤ γkn] ≤ e−γ2n/2 .

Proof. Let Ri be the random variable for wi · ReLU(aix), so that X =
∑n

i=1Ri. We observe that
the Ri are mutually independent and that changing one Ri changes the output by at most 2k.

We then apply McDiarmid’s inequality (one-sided version of Definition A.2) to obtain

Pr [X ≤ E[X]− γkn] ≤ e−2(γkn)2/((2k)2n) = e−γ2n/2 ,

which immediately yields the claim when combined with the bound E[X] ≥ 2γkn (Definition 7.7).

We can now apply Definition 7.8 to obtain the following.
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Lemma 7.9. Let k be an even integer that is not divisible by 4. Let 0 < ε < 1
8γ and 0 < δ < 1

2 .

Let ((A,w),D) be chosen from distribution N2. Then with probability at least 1 − n · e−γ2n/2 the
network (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far under distribution D from computing the constant 0-function.

Proof. Let M be the partition of the input nodes associated with ((A,w),D). Observe that for
every input node v there is exactly one input x ∈ {0, 1}n that with non-zero probability assigns a 1
to v. This is the x that is 1 on k input nodes: v = i1 and some other input nodes i2, . . . , ik, where
{i1, . . . , ik} ∈M is the unique subset that contains v.

Let I be the set of x ∈ {0, 1}n that have non-zero probability under D; |I| = n
k . Observe that

by Definition 7.8, with probability at most n · e−γ2n/2, there is an x ∈ I on which the resulting
network computes a value at most γkn. In the following, we will assume that this is not the case,
that is, that for every x ∈ I the output value of the network with input x is greater than γkn. We
will show that then the network is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function.

Observe that any change of an edge weight in the second layer may reduce the output value by
at most 2k. Thus, if we modify weights of any εn edges in the second layer, then can reduce the
output value by at most 2kεn. Observe that if ε < 1

4γ, then 2kεn < 1
2γkn.

Now, consider an arbitrary x ∈ I. Since on input x the value of the output node in the network
is greater than γkn, and after changing at most εn edge weights in the second layer (which reduced
the value by 1

2γkn, and hence the value is more than 1
2γkn), in order to make the network compute

0 on this input x, we have to change more than 1
4γkn edges in the first layer.

Since these changes are disjoint for different x, x′ ∈ I and since |I| = n
k and we have the uniform

distribution on I, we have to change more than γn2

8 edge weights in order to make (A,w) (ε, 12)-
close to computing the constant 0-function. Therefore, for ε < 1

8γ and δ < 1
2 the network is not

(ε, δ)-close to computing the 0-function.

7.4 Distinguishing between N1 and N2 requires Ω(n1− 1
k ) queries

In this section, we study the complexity of distinguishing between distributions N1 and N2. We
will need the following claim shows that random variables X1, . . . , Xk are (k−1)-wise independent.

Claim 7.10. Let k ≥ 2 be even. Let X1, . . . , Xk be random variables such that X1, . . . , Xk−1 take
values from {−1, 1} independently and uniformly at random and let Xk be 1 if |{i ∈ {1, . . . , k−1} :
Xi = 1}| is odd and Xk = −1 otherwise. Then the random variables X1, . . . , Xk are (k − 1)-wise
independent.

Proof. Let I, |I| = k − 1, be a subset of {1, . . . , k}. We have to prove that for any y1, . . . , yk ∈
{−1, 1} and for any I, we have

Pr

[∧
i∈I

Xi = yi

]
=

1

2k−1
. (12)

Observe that our definition ensures that (12) holds for I = {1, . . . , k − 1}
Now assume that k ∈ I and let ℓ be the number from {1, . . . , k} that is not in I. Furthermore,
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let χ = 1 if the number of i ∈ I \ {k} with yi = 1 is even and χ = −1 otherwise. Then we have

Pr

[∧
i∈I

Xi = yi

]
= Pr

Xk = yk

∣∣∣ ∧
i∈I\{k}

Xi = yi

 · Pr

 ∧
i∈I\{k}

Xi = yi


= Pr

Xℓ = χ · yi
∣∣∣ ∧

i∈I\{k}

Xi = yi

 · 1

2k−2

=
1

2k−1
.

The above claim implies that if we access an arbitrary subset of size k−1 of th random variables
X1, . . . Xk then their distribution is identical to a uniform distribution. This will be used in the
proof of the following main lemma.

Lemma 7.11. Let k be a constant that is an even integer and not divisible by 4. Any algorithm

• that accepts with probability at least 2
3 a pair ((A,w),D) of a ReLU network (A,w) and a

distribution D drawn from N1 and

• that rejects a pair ((A,w),D) from N2 with probability at least 2
3

must perform at least 1
10 · n1−1/k queries to A, w, and (samples from) D.

Proof. We prove the claim for any deterministic algorithm. Then the result follows directly from
Yao’s principle.

Let A be an arbitrary deterministic algorithm that makes q ≤ 1
10 · n

1−1/k queries to the entries
of A and w. Recall that to construct sample from N1 or N2 we first need to determine a random
partition of the input nodes into subsets of size k. We will construct this partition M as follows:
At the beginning M consists of the sets {1, . . . , k}, {k + 1, . . . , 2k}, etc. We then apply a random
permutation π of the inputs. This way, M has the desired property. We assume that the at most q
samples from distribution D are fixed at the beginning and we also apply π when we access them.

We will assume that the algorithm knows the second layer edges. We will further simplify the
task for the algorithm if an edge (u, v) from the first layer is queried. We will then return not only
the weight of (u, v) but all weights of edges incident to the input node u. Similarly, we will return
all entries at position u in the q samples from D. Thus, the algorithm can be thought of to only
query input nodes and we will show that it requires at least 1

10 · n1−1/k such queries. In order to
prove this, we need to combine the following steps:

• We observe that every input node queried (we will assume, without loss of generality, that
no node is queried more than once) is uniformly distributed among the unqueried nodes
(since we took a random permutation π). This is regardless of the queries made and answers
received. In particular, if we access distribution D then the next query is a random entry of
the corresponding sample and follows the same distribution for N1 and N2.

• We will generate the answers to the algorithm’s queries on the fly. If we sample from distri-
bution N1 then, if the edge is incident to P then we give a weight 1 with probability 1

2 and −1
with probability 1

2 , and if the edge is incident to N then we give a weight 1 with probability
1
2 + γ and −1 with probability 1

2 − γ.
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• If we sample from distribution N2 then we proceed similarly for the first k − 1 queries to a
fixed set in M . Claim 7.10 asserts that the first k − 1 answers to queries to a fixed set in
m are distributed uniformly. Only the last query is answered deterministically depending on
the answers to the k − 1 earlier queries.

• Thus, the two processes are identical unless we eventually find k nodes from one of the sets in
M . Since our algorithm queries the nodes uniformly at random (with respect to our random
permutation π), it suffices to analyze the threshold at which we will typically find/not find
such a set. This is the case for our sample size as we will see below.

The probability of having a set of size k out of n elements fully contained in a sample of size
q ≤ 1

10 · n1−1/k is equal to (
n−k
q−k

)(
n
q

) =
q · · · · · (q − k + 1)

n · · · · · (n− k + 1)
≤ qk

(n/2)k
≤ 1

10n

for n ≥ 2k. Thus, the expected number of the n
k sets that are fully contained in a sample of size

q ≤ 1
10 · n

1−1/k is at most 1
10 . This implies that the statistical distance of the outputs generated by

the two processes above is at most 1
10 . Hence, the algorithm cannot accept N1 with probability 2

3
and at the same time reject N2 with probability 2

3 .

7.5 A lower bound on testing the 0-function in the distribution-free model

We are now ready to conclude our study and to combine the analysis of distributions N1 and N2

in Sections 7.2 and 7.3 with Definition 7.11 to prove the following theorem.

Theorem 2. For every constant k > 1, every property tester for the constant 0-function in the
distribution-free model has a query complexity of Ω(n1−1/k).

Proof. Let M be a partition of the n inputs of a ReLU network into subsets of size k (where we
assume that k is even and not divisible by 4; if this is not the case, we can choose the next bigger
feasible value of k instead). By Yao’s principle, we know that if any deterministic algorithm that
distinguishes between distributions N1 and N2 as in Lemma 7.11 has query complexity Ω(n1−1/k)
then this is also true for any randomized algorithm.

Now, for the purpose of contradiction, assume that there is a distribution-free property tester for
the constant 0-function with a query complexity o(n1−1/k). Using standard amplification techniques
we can increase the success probability of the algorithm to, say, 9

10 while only increasing the query
complexity by a constant factor. Next, we observe that with high probability a network from
N1 computes the constant 0-function (Definition 7.5) and a network from N2 is (ε, δ)-far from
computing the constant 0-function under distribution D (Definition 7.9). Let us use η(n) to be the
maximum of the probabilities that a network from N1 does not compute the constant 0-function
and N2 does not compute a network that is N2 is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function
under distribution D. Note that η(n) goes to 0 as n goes to infinity.

Thus, the property tester accepts a random network from N1 with probability at least 9
10 −η(n)

and rejects with probability at least 9
10 −η(n) the ones from N2. In particular, for sufficiently large

n it accepts networks from N1 with probability at least 2
3 and rejects those from N2 with probability

at least 2
3 . Since the query complexity of the property tester is o(n1−1/k) this contradicts Lemma

7.11 for sufficiently large n.
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8 Testing 0-function and OR-function with one-sided error

Section 5.2 and in particular, Theorem 1, demonstrates that testing if a given ReLU network
computes the constant 0-function (or the OR-function) can be done very efficiently, with poly(1/ε)
query complexity (in the model of ReLU networks with one hidden layer and a single output).
However, the tester in Theorem 1 is two-sided and it can err both when the network computes
the constant 0-function (or the OR-function) and when the network is (ε, δ)-far from computing
the constant 0-function (or the OR-function). It is then only natural to try to design a tester
with one-sided error, that is, to design a tester that can err when the network is (ε, δ)-far from
computing the constant 0-function (or the OR-function), but which always accepts any network
that computes the constant 0-function (or the OR-function). This section studies the complexity
of this task. Our main result is that this task is significantly harder: we show that there is a tester
with query complexity Õ(m/ε2) and give a near matching lower bound of Ω(m).

8.1 Upper bound for testing 0-function and OR-function with one-sided error

We first present a one-sided error tester for the constant 0-function and the OR-function whose
query complexity is Õ(m/ε2), that is, it almost linear in the number of hidden layer nodes. Observe
that since the ReLU network is of size Θ(nm), the query complexity of our tester is sublinear, but
it is significantly worse than the query complexity of our testers with two-sided error, where the
query complexity was O(ln2(1/ε)/ε6), which is independent of the network size, see Theorem 1.

The idea of the property tester is to randomly sample a subset of O(logm/ε2) input nodes and
query all edges between the sampled input nodes and all the hidden layer nodes, as well as all
edges that connect the hidden layer to the output node. We reject, if the resulting subsampled
network evaluates an input to one and accept otherwise. We present the one-sided error algorithms
for testing the constant 0-function and for testing the OR-function below.

Algorithm 3: OneSidedZeroTester(ε, δ, λ, n,m)

1 Sample s = ⌈128 ln(2m/λ)
ε2

⌉ nodes from the input layer uniformly at random without
replacement.

2 Let S ∈ Nn×n
0 be the corresponding sampling matrix.

3 if there is x ∈ {0, 1}n with wT · ReLU(ASx) > 0 then reject;
4 else accept.

Algorithm 4: OneSidedORTester(ε, λ, n,m)

1 Sample s = ⌈128 ln(2m/λ)
ε2

⌉ nodes from the input layer uniformly at random without
replacement.

2 Let S ∈ Nn×n
0 be the corresponding sampling matrix.

3 if there is x ∈ {0, 1}n \ 0 with wT · ReLU(ASx) ≤ 0 then reject;
4 else accept.

Theorem 10. Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes. Let
e−n/16 ≤ δ < 1, 1

m < ε < 1
2 and 0 < λ < 1

2 .

(1) There is a tester that queries O(m·ln(m/λ)
ε2

) entries from A and w and always accepts, if the
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ReLU network (A,w) computes the constant 0-function, and rejects with probability at least
1− λ, if the ReLU network (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function.

(2) There is a tester that queries O(m·ln(m/λ)
ε2

) entries from A and w and always accepts, if the
ReLU network (A,w) computes the OR-function and rejects with probability at least 1 − λ, if
the ReLU network (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the OR-function.

Proof. We prove only part (1), since the analysis of part (2) is identical.
The query complexity follows immediately from the description given above: Since S has only s

non-zero entries, computing wT ·ReLU(ASx) > 0 for all x ∈ {0, 1}n can be done by checking only
O(sm) entries of A and w. Thus, we concentrate our analysis on the inputs on which the network
accepts and on which it rejects. We first show that the tester has one-sided error and then prove
that it rejects with probability at least 2

3 any input that is (ε, δ)-far from the constant 0-function.
Let us assume that the tester rejects. Then there is an input x for the sampled network on which

the network outputs a 1. Now let x̄ be the n-dimensional vector that agrees with x on the sampled
input nodes and is 0 otherwise. Note that the full network on input x̄ computes the same output
value as the sampled network on input x. Therefore, there exists an input on which the network
computes a 1, implying that the network does not compute the constant 0-function. Hence, if the
ReLU network computes the constant 0-function then OneSidedZeroTester accepts.

Now let us assume that our network is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function. In
this case, by Definition 5.1 for δ ≥ e−n/16 there is an input x on which the network has a value
of more than 1

8εnm at the output node. Let ai denote a row of A. Using Hoeffding bounds (see
Definition A.1) we can show

Pr

[∣∣∣n
s
· aiSx− aix

∣∣∣ ≥ 1

8
εn

]
≤ 2 · e−

2s(ε/8)2

4 ≤ λ

m

for the choice of s in the algorithm. Taking a union bound over all m hidden layer nodes implies
this estimate holds with probability at least 1− λ simultaneously for all hidden layer nodes. Thus,
the overall error at the output node is less than ±1

8εnm and so the value computed is bigger than
0 and the tester rejects.

8.2 Lower bound for testing constant 0-function with one-sided error

Now we show that any tester for the constant 0-function or for the OR-function that has one-sided
error has a query complexity of Ω(m). We begin with an auxiliary claim.

Lemma 8.1. Let A ∈ [−1, 1]m×n and w ∈ [−1, 1]m be arbitrary. Then for any choice of at most
1
4m entries from A and w, we can modify the remaining entries to obtain a matrix A′ ∈ [−1, 1]m×n

and vector w′ ∈ [−1, 1]m such that the ReLU network (A′, w′) computes the constant 0-function.

Proof. Fix at most 1
4m entries from A and w and let E∗ denote the corresponding set of edges. Let

E∗
1 be the set of edges from E∗ in the first layer (between the input nodes and the hidden layer)

and E∗
2 be the set of edges from E∗ in the second layer. We first set the weights of all edges in the

second layer that are not in E∗ to be −1. Then we consider every input node separately. For every
edge from the first layer that is not in E∗: if it is connected to a positively weighted edge in the
second layer, we change its weight to −1; if it is connected to a non-positively weighted edge, then
we change its weight to 1. Observe that every (non-zero) input node contributes at least 1

2m to
hidden layer nodes that have a negatively weighted second layer edge and no incident edge from E∗.

Now consider an arbitrary input x. If x is the zero vector then the output value is also 0.
Otherwise, at least one bit is 1 and this node contributes no more than −1

2m to the output value.
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At the same point using the originally fixed entries in A and w, we can contribute at most 1
4m

to the output value. Any edge not in E∗ does not contribute positively to the output and so the
output value is at most −1

4m. Thus, the modified network computes the constant 0-function.

Almost identical arguments can be used to the prove the following.

Lemma 8.2. Let A ∈ [−1, 1]m×n and w ∈ [−1, 1]m be arbitrary. Then for any choice of less than
1
4m entries from A and w, we can modify the remaining entries to obtain a matrix A′ ∈ [−1, 1]m×n

and vector w′ ∈ [−1, 1]m such that the ReLU network (A′, w′) computes the OR-function.

Proof. The proof of Definition 8.2 is identical to the proof of Definition 8.1, except that in the
construction, all edges in the second layer that are not in E∗ will be set to 1.

Using Definitions 8.1 and 8.2 we can now prove the following lower bound.

Theorem 11. Any tester for the constant 0-function (or for the OR-function) that has one-sided
error has query complexity of Ω(m).

Proof. For the constant 0-function, we observe that after a series of 1
4m queries and answers the

algorithm can only reject if it can guarantee that no input, which agrees with the series of queries
and answers, computes a constant 0-function. However, by Definition 8.1, every network that has
1
4m entries fixed can be completed in a way that it computes the constant 0-function. Thus, a
tester that makes at most 1

4m queries has to always accept. However, there are inputs that are
(ε, δ)-far from computing the 0-function. Thus, the lower bound holds.

Similarly, for the OR-function, after a series of 1
4m queries and answers the algorithm can only

reject if it can guarantee that no input that agrees with the series of queries and answers computes
the OR-function. However, by Definition 8.2, every network that has 1

4m entries fixed can be
completed in a way that it computes the OR-function. Thus, a tester that makes at most 1

4m
queries has to always accept. However, there are inputs that are (ε, δ)-far from computing the
OR-function. Thus, the lower bound holds.

9 A structural theorem and its consequences for property testing

In this section we prove that for ε ≥ 2

√
log(1/δ)

n , every network (A,w) is (ε, δ)-close to the 0-function

or to the OR-function (which can be thought of the counterpart of the 0-function as for input 0 any
network outputs 0). We remark that if two networks are close to computing the 0-function
this does not means that they are (2ε, 2δ)-close as there are many networks computing the
0-function (see also the comments in footnote 2.4). The main result of this section is the following
theorem.

Theorem 3. Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and a single
output. Let 0 < δ ≤ 1

2 and max{ 1
m , 2

√
log(2/δ)/n} ≤ ε. Then (A,w) is (ε, δ)-close to computing

the constant 0-function or it is (ε, δ)-close to computing the OR-function.

The above result has some immediate consequences on property testing, namely, every property

that contains the constant 0-function and the OR-function is trivially testable for ε ≥ 2

√
log(1/δ)

n ,

which implies a property testing for ε ∈ (0, 1) with query complexity poly(1/ε) · polylog(1/δ),
assuming that n and m are polynomially related. Before we present a proof of Theorem 3, let us
discuss two interesting applications showing that monotonicity and symmetry for ReLU networks
with m = poly(n) are trivially testable.
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Testing monotone functions. Recall that a Boolean function f is monotone, if for every x, y ∈
{0, 1}n, x ≤ y implies f(x) ≤ f(y). Let P =

⋃
n∈N Pn be the set of monotone Boolean functions.

We observe that the constant 0-function as well as the OR-function are monotone. Thus, the
0-function and the OR function are in Pn. We get the following corollary.

Corollary 9.1. Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n = mO(1) input nodes and m = nO(1) hidden
layer nodes. Then monotonicity can be tested with a trivial tester with poly(1/ε) · polylog(1/δ)
query complexity.

Proof. When ε ≥ max

{
1
m , 2

√
log(2/δ)

n

}
then we can always accept since Theorem 3 implies that

every function is close to a monotone function. Otherwise, if ε < max

{
1
m , 2

√
log(2/δ)

n

}
, we can

query the whole network and check whether the function is monotone. Since m = nO(1) and

n = mO(1), the query complexity is O(nm) ≤
(
log(1/δ)

ε

)O(1)
, as promised.

Testing symmetric functions. A Boolean function is symmetric, if its value does not depend
on the order of its arguments, i.e., it only depends on the number of ones. We observe that the
0-function and OR-function are symmetric. This yields the following corollary with a similar proof
as above.

Corollary 9.2. Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n = mO(1) input nodes and m = nO(1) hidden
layer nodes. Then symmetry can be tested with a trivial tester with poly(1/ε) · polylog(1/δ) query
complexity.

Remark 9.3. We believe that the result in Theorem 3 is interesting and highly non-trivial. As
mentioned earlier, since our (ε, δ)-distance does not satisfy the triangle inequality (as it is typical in
property testing, see also the comments in footnote 2.4) and as there are many networks computing
the 0-function (or the OR-function), Theorem 3 does not imply that any two ReLU networks are
(2ε, 2δ)-close to each other.

Furthermore, on the basis of the analysis in the proof of Theorem 3, one could, for example,
hope that even though that are trivial examples of ReLU networks that are far from the constant
0-function, or far from the OR-function, most (or many) networks are close to both the constant
0-function and the OR-functions. For example, one could conjecture that such a claim holds for
any “balanced” ReLU networks, networks that given a uniformly random input in {0, 1}n have at
least a 0.01 probability to output +1 and at least a 0.01 probability to output −1. However, this
intuition is incorrect, at least for small δ (in the range where our tester works). This can be seen
on the case of a network where a set HL of half of the hidden layer nodes has 1-edges to the output
nodes and HR (the other half) has −1-edges to the output nodes, and where half of the input nodes
have 1-edges to HL and the other half of the input nodes have 1-edges to HR (all other edges have
0-weights).

9.1 Every ReLU network is close to the 0-function or to the OR-function

In this section we prove our structural result, Theorem 3. We first start with a simple concentration
bound, which is a direct application of McDiarmid’s inequality (see Definition A.2).

Lemma 9.4. Let A ∈ [−1, 1]m×n and w ∈ [−1, 1]m. Let x ∈ {0, 1}n be chosen uniformly at random.
Then we have

Pr
[∣∣wT ReLU(Ax)−E[wT · ReLU(Ax)]

∣∣ ≥ εnm
]
≤ 2e−2ε2n .
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Proof. We observe that changing a single bit of x changes g(x) := wT · ReLU(Ax) by a value in
[−m,m]. Thus, McDiarmid’s inequality (see Definition A.2 with t = εnm and ck = m) yields

Pr [|g(x)−E[g(x)]| ≥ εnm] ≤ 2e−
2(εnm)2

nm2 = 2e−2ε2n ,

which proves the lemma.

Now we complete the proof Theorem 3, which is an immediate consequence of the following.

Lemma 9.5. Let (A,w) be a ReLU network with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes. Let

0 < δ ≤ 1
2 and let ε ≥ max

{
1
m , 2

√
log(2/δ)

n

}
. Let x ∈ {0, 1}n be chosen uniformly at random. Then

• If E[wT · ReLU(Ax)] > 0 then (A,w) is (ε, δ)-close to computing the OR-function.

• If E[wT · ReLU(Ax)] ≤ 0 then (A,w) is (ε, δ)-close to computing the constant 0-function.

Proof. Let us first consider the case when E[wT · ReLU(Ax)] > 0 and modify the ReLU network
into one that computes the OR-function for all but at most a δ fraction of the inputs.9

If there are at most εm non-positive entries in w then we change all these entries into ones;
then all entries in w are positive. Consider an arbitrary hidden layer node j and modify all its
edges to the input nodes to have weight 1. Observe that the value of this node will become at
least 1 unless xT = (0, 0, . . . , 0), and since all entries wr are positive, the output value will be
sgn(ReLU(wT ReLU(Ax))) = 1 for all input but one (when xT = (0, 0, . . . , 0)). Therefore, we have
edited the ReLU network in at most n edges between the input nodes and the hidden layer nodes,
and in at most εm edges between the hidden layer nodes and the output node, and obtained a
network that returns 1 for all inputs except xT = (0, 0, . . . 0). Therefore the obtained network is
(ε, 0)-close to computing the OR-function for any ε > 1

m .
Otherwise, if there are more than εm non-positive entries in w then we change εm entries into

ones and for the corresponding hidden layer nodes, change the weights of all of their edges to the
input nodes to ones. These edges were previously contributing at most 0 to E[wT · ReLU(Ax)]
and after the change, every hidden layer node modified in this way contributes in expectation 1

2n
(over the choice of x) to the output value. Thus E[wT ReLU(Ax)] increases by at least 1

2εmn with
respect to the original network, and hence E[wT ReLU(Ax)] > 1

2εmn after the modification.
Next, we observe that by Definition 9.4 we obtain the following

Pr
[
wT · ReLU(Ax) ≤ 0

]
≤ Pr

[∣∣wT · ReLU(Ax)−E[wT · ReLU(Ax)]
∣∣ > 1

2εnm
]
≤ 2e−(ε/2)2n.

Observe that if ε ≥ 2

√
log(2/δ)

n then Pr
[
wT · ReLU(Ax) ≤ 0

]
≤ δ, and therefore we have modified

the original ReLU network to obtain a network that computes the OR-function on all but at most
a δ fraction of inputs. Thus the original network is (ε, δ)-close to computing the OR-function.

If E[wT · ReLU(Ax)] ≤ 0 we can do a similar approach and change an ε-fraction of the hidden
layer nodes to contribute −1

2n in expectation. This results in E[wT ReLU(Ax)] ≤ −1
2εnm after the

modification. The concentration bounds follows in the same way as above; the details follow.
If there are at most εm non-negative entries in w then we change all these entries into −1s; then

all entries in w are negative. This ensures that with non-negatives values in the hidden layer nodes,
we will have wT ReLU(Ax) ≤ 0. Hence, sgn(ReLU(wT ReLU(Ax))) = 0, and thus the obtained
network is (ε, 0)-close to computing the constant 0-function for any ε > 1

m .

9Let us add, as an intuition, that for all but one input 0 the OR-function returns value 1 (cf. Definition 11.6), and
hence our task reduces to enforcing that the output of the ReLU network is 1 for all but an δ fraction of the inputs.
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Otherwise, if there are more than εm non-negative entries in w then we change εm entries into
−1s and for the corresponding hidden layer nodes, change the weights of all of their edges to the
input nodes to −1. These edges were previously contributing at least 0 to E[wT · ReLU(Ax)] and
after the change, every hidden layer node modified in this way contributes in expectation −1

2n
(over the choice of x) to the output value. Thus E[wT ReLU(Ax)] decreases by at least 1

2εmn with
respect to the original network, and hence E[wT ReLU(Ax)] ≤ −1

2εmn after the modification.
Next, we observe that by Definition 9.4 we obtain the following

Pr
[
wT · ReLU(Ax) > 0

]
≤ Pr

[∣∣wT · ReLU(Ax)−E[wT · ReLU(Ax)]
∣∣ > 1

2εnm
]
≤ 2e−(ε/2)2n.

Observe that if ε ≥ 2

√
log(2/δ)

n then Pr
[
wT · ReLU(Ax) > 0

]
≤ δ, and therefore we have modified

the original ReLU network to obtain a network that computes the constant 0-function on all but
at most a δ fraction of inputs. Thus the original network is (ε, δ)-close to the constant 0-function.

10 Testing monotone properties

In this section we study testability of monotone properties. We start with some definitions and a
useful characterization of monotone properties. For any pair of Boolean functions f : {0, 1}n →
{0, 1} and g : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} define (f ∨ g) : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}, (f ∨ g)(x) := f(x) ∨ g(x).

Definition 10.1 (Monotone properties of functions). A property P =
⋃

n∈N Pn of Boolean
functions is monotone if for every n ∈ N, f ∈ Pn implies that f ∨ g ∈ Pn for every Boolean
function g : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}.

If we think of a Boolean function f given as a truth table, that is, a 2n-dimensional vector that
specifies f , then a property is monotone if f ∈ Pn implies that every vector that can be obtained
from the truth table of f by turning any number of zeros into ones is also in the property. We next
define two simple structural properties of monotone properties.

Definition 10.2. The monotone closure of a property P is defined as the intersection
⋂

M :P⊆M M
of all monotone properties M with P ⊆M .

Definition 10.3. A property G is called generator of a monotone property P if P is the monotone
closure of G and there is no property G′ ⊊ G such that the monotone closure of G′ is P.

We prove the following simple lemma that characterizes generators of monotone properties.

Definition 10.4. A monotone Boolean property P =
⋃
Pn is f(n)-generatible if there exists a

generator G =
⋃

n∈NGn with |Gn| ≤ f(n).

Lemma 10.5. For every monotone property P =
⋃

n Pn there exists a generator G =
⋃

nGn of P.

Proof. Let Xn ⊂ Pn be the set of functions whose truth table has a minimal number of ones, i.e.,
the set of functions f ∈ Pn such that every function f ′ that is obtained from f by turning a 1 in
the truth table into a 0 is not in Pn. We define Gn = Xn for every n ∈ N.

We first show that the monotone closure of G is P. Consider an arbitrary f ∈ Pn. Then either
f has a minimal number of ones, in which case f ∈ Gn, and so f is also in the monotone closure
of G, or f does not have a minimal number of ones. In the latter case we can construct a minimal
f ′ ∈ Pn from f by turning a finite number of ones into zeros. By construction f ′ ∈ Gn and since
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the monotone closure of G is the intersection of monotone properties that contain G, we have that
f is in the monotone closure (since f is in all these properties).

Next we show that there is no property G′ ⊊ G that has P as monotone closure. Assume that
such a G′ exists. Then there must be n ∈ N and f ∈ Gn ⊆ Pn with f /∈ G′

n. By construction f is
minimal, so there is no function f ′ ∈ G such that one can obtain f from f ′ by turning zeros into
ones. Since G′ ⊆ G it follows that there is not such function in G′. Hence, f is not in the monotone
closure of G′, but f ∈ P. A contradiction!

10.1 Testing 1-generatible properties

Let us consider a property P with a generator G such that |Gn| = 1 for all n ∈ N. In this case, we
also write that P is 1-generatible. We first develop a tester for this case and later in Section 10.2
generalize it to larger generators. We use gn to denote the unique function in Gn.

Let (A,w) be the input network with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes. The idea behind
the property testing algorithm is related to the tester for the constant 0-function (see Section 5.2).
In that tester, if the network is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0 function then there must
be an input on which the output value is Ω(εnm). We will show that if the network is (ε, δ)-far
from computing a function from Pn then there must be an 1

2δ-fraction of the inputs such that
wT ReLU(Ax) < −1

8εnm and gn(x) = 1. The algorithm samples O(1δ ) input vectors x ∈ {0.1}n
uniformly at random and evaluates them on the ReLU network by sampling a subset of input nodes
and hidden layer nodes. The description of the algorithm is given below.

Algorithm 5: MonotonePropertyTester(ε, δ, λ, n,m, gn)

1 if gn(0) = 1 then reject.

2 Let r = 2 ln(2/λ)
δ , t = 512 ln(4r/λ)

ε2
, and s = 512 ln(4tr/λ)

ε2
.

3 Sample s nodes from the input layer and t nodes from the hidden layer uniformly at
random without replacement.

4 Let S ∈ Nn×n
0 and T ∈ Nm×m

0 be the corresponding sampling matrices.
5 Sample a set X ⊆ {0, 1}n of size r uniformly at random.
6 if there is x ∈ X with nm

st · wT · ReLU(TASx) + 1
8εnm < 0 and gn(x) = 1 then reject;

7 else accept.

In order to analyze the above algorithm, we first observe that every ReLU network (without
bias) outputs 0 if the input is the 0-vector. Thus there is a trivial tester that always rejects, if
gn(0) = 1. We further need the following statement.

Lemma 10.6. Let P =
⋃

n Pn be a 1-generatible monotone property. Let G =
⋃

nGn be a generator
of P with |Gn| = 1 for all n ∈ N and let Gn = {gn} and let gn(0) = 0. Let (A,w) be a ReLU
network with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes that is (ε, δ)-far from computing a function
from Pn for some 1

m < ε < 1 and e−n/16 < δ < 1. Then for an x ∈ {0, 1}n chosen uniformly at
random we have

Pr
[
wT ReLU(Ax) < −1

4εnm and g(x) = 1
]
> 1

2δ .

Proof. Assume that the network is (ε, δ)-far from computing a function from Pn and we have
Pr
[
wT ReLU(Ax) < −1

4εnm and g(x) = 1
]
≤ 1

2δ. We show that in this case we can modify at
most εm entries in w and at most εnm entries in A such that for all but a 1

2δ-fraction of the inputs
the value wT ReLU(Ax) is increased by at least 1

4εnm. In order to do so, we proceed in similar
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way as in Definition 5.1. If there are at most εm non-positive entries in w then we replace all of
them with a 1. Furthermore, we replace the value of all edges connecting a single node to the input
nodes by 1. These are n ≤ εnm changes for our range of ε. We observe that the resulting network
computes the OR-function, which is contained in any monotone property with gn(0) = 0. Thus,
there must by more than εm non-positive entries in w. We take εm of them and change them into
1s. Then we replace all edges connecting them to the input nodes with 1s.

Similarly as in the proof of Definition 5.1, we can apply Chernoff bounds and obtain that with
probability at least 1 − e−n/16 the number of ones in the input vector x is at least 1

4n. In this
case, the sum of inputs to the output node is increased by at least 1

4εnm. This implies that for the
modified network we have

Pr
[
wT ReLU(Ax) < 0 and g(x) = 1

]
≤ δ .

Thus, the network was not (ε, δ)-far from computing a function from P, which is a contradiction.

With Definition 10.6 at hand, we can prove that our tester works.

Theorem 12. Let 1
m < ε < 1 and e−n/16 ≤ δ ≤ 1. Let P =

⋃
n Pn be a 1-generatible monotone

property with generator G =
⋃

n{gn}. Then algorithm MonotonePropertyTester with query
access to a ReLU network (A,w) with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes

• accepts with probability at least 1− λ, if (A,w) computes a function in P, and

• rejects with probability at least 1− λ, if (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing a function in P.

The algorithm has a query complexity of O
(
ln( 1

δελ
)

δε4

)
.

Proof. We may assume that gn(0) = 0 as otherwise there is no ReLU network that computes a
property from P and the tester trivially works.

Thus, from now on we assume gn(0) = 0. We first prove the first statement. Let (A,w) be
a ReLU network that computes a function f ∈ Pn. Let us fix an arbitrary x ∈ {0, 1}n. By
Definition 5.2, we get for our choice of s and t that with probability at least 1− λ

r we have that∣∣∣mn
st

· wT · ReLU(TASx)− wT · ReLU(Ax)
∣∣∣ ≤ 1

8εnm .

We observe that if gn(x) = 0 then the tester does not reject. If gn(x) = 1 then we know that with
probability at least 1− λ

r we have

mn

st
· wT · ReLU(TASx) ≥ −1

8εnm

and so the tester accepts. Taking a union bound over all r different choices for x the first part
follows.

Now consider the case that (A,w) is (ε, δ)-far from computing functions in Pn. We know from
Definition 10.6 that a random x ∈ {0, 1}n satisfies with probability at least 1

2δ that w
T ReLU(Ax) <

−1
4εnm and g(x) = 1. If we take r samples then the probability that we do not sample any x with

the above property is at most (1 − δ
2)

2
δ
·ln(2/λ) ≤ 1

2λ. By Definition 5.2 we get for our choice of s

and t that with probability at least 1− λ
r ≥ 1− 1

2λ we have that∣∣∣mn
st

· wT · ReLU(TASx)− wT · ReLU(Ax)
∣∣∣ ≤ 1

8εnm .
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This implies that

mn

st
· wT · ReLU(TASx) < −1

8εnm

and so algorithm MonotonePropertyTester rejects. The latter happens with probability at
least 1− λ.

Finally, observe that the query complexity is trivially O(rst).

10.2 The general case: testing arbitrary f(n)-generatible properties

Next we generalize our tester to arbitrary f(n)-generatible properties.

Algorithm 6: FullMonotonePropertyTester(ε, δ, λ, n,m,Gn)

1 if gn(0) = 1 then reject.

2 Let r = 2 ln(2f(n)/λ)
δ , t = 512 ln(4r/λ)

ε2
, and s = 512 ln(4tr/λ)

ε2
.

3 Sample s nodes from the input layer and t nodes from the hidden layer uniformly at
random without replacement.

4 Let S ∈ Nn×n
0 and T ∈ Nm×m

0 be the corresponding sampling matrices.
5 Sample a set X ⊆ {0, 1}n of size r uniformly at random.
6 if ∀gn ∈ Gn ∃x ∈ X with nm

st · wT · ReLU(TASx) + 1
8εnm < 0 and gn(x) = 1 then reject;

7 else accept.

Theorem 4. Let 1
m < ε < 1, e−n/16 ≤ δ ≤ 1. Let P =

⋃
n Pn be an f(n)-generatible monotone

property with generator G =
⋃

nGn with |Gn| ≤ f(n) for all n. There is a property tester with query
access to a ReLU network N with n input nodes and m hidden layer nodes that (i) accepts with
probability at least 1−λ, if N computes a function in P, (ii) rejects with probability at least 1−λ, if
N is (ε, δ)-far from computing a function in P. The tester has query complexity O(ln(f(n)δελ )/(δε4)).

Proof. Our property testing algorithm is FullMonotonePropertyTester presented above.
We view Pn as the union of 1-generatible properties generated by the elements of Gn. We test

for all g ∈ Gn whether the input ReLU network computes a function in the property generated by
g. If one of the testers accepts, we accept. Otherwise, we reject. We observe that all testers work
in the same way and so we can use the same sample for all testers and use a union bound to argue
that all of them work properly. Thus, the probability that all of them work properly is at least
1− f(n) · λ.

If the network computes a function f from P then there must be at least one 1-generatible
property that contains that function and the corresponding tester accepts. If the computed function
is (ε, δ)-far from Pn then it is (ε, δ)-far from every sub-property of P. Thus, if all testers work
properly, none of them accepts.

10.3 Relation to monotone DNF formulas

Let us finally briefly remark that monotone properties are related to the standard notion of mono-
tone DNF formulas.

A disjunctive normal form formula, or DNF, is a disjunction of Boolean literals. A DNF
formula is monotone if it contains no negations. We can relate monotone properties to monotone
DNF formulas in the following way. We view a function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} as an assignment of
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truth values to a set of 2n variables. That is, for input x the function f assigns the value f(x) to
the ith variable where x is the binary encoding of i.

With this assignment a 1-generatible monotone property P =
⋃

n∈N Pn is simply a property,
where each Pn can be described by a monomial Mn that does not contain negations (a 1-term
monotone DNF). Namely, g ∈ Pn if Mn(y) = 1 where y is the vector of assignments to 2n variables
that is described by f . More generally, a monotone property P =

⋃
n∈N Pn is a property where each

Pn can be described in the same way by a disjunctive normal form (DNF) without negations. And
a f(n)-generatible monotone property P =

⋃
n∈N Pn is a property where each Pn can be described

in the same way by a f(n)-term monotone DNF.

11 ReLU networks with multiple outputs (and one hidden layer)

Our main analysis so far considered the model of ReLU networks with one hidden layer that returns
a single output bit. However, it is natural to consider also an extension of this setting to allow
multiple outputs. In this section we consider such extension and demonstrate that in some natural
cases, this model can be reduced to the model with a single output. We begin with a formal
definition of the model considered and then, in Sections 11.2–11.3, present our main results.

11.1 Model of ReLU networks with multiple outputs

We begin by generalizing our definitions from Section 2. We first extend the definition of sgn to vec-
tors v = (v1, . . . , vr) by applying sgn element-wise and thus defining sgn(v) := (sgn(v1), . . . , sgn(vr)).
Next, we extend Definition 2.1 in a natural way to allow multiple outputs (output bits).

Definition 11.1 (ReLU network with multiple outputs). A ReLU network with n input
nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and r output nodes is a pair (A,W ), where A ∈ [−1, 1]m×n and
W ∈ [−1, 1]m×r. The function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}r computed by a ReLU network (A,W ) is defined
as

f(x) := sgn(ReLU(W T · ReLU(Ax))) .

Query access to the network. Similarly to the case of a single output node, we will allow a
property testing algorithm to query weights, i.e., entries in A or W in constant time per query.

Next, we extend the definition of properties to functions with multiple output bits.

Definition 11.2 (Property of functions). A property of functions from {0, 1}n to {0, 1}r is
a family P =

⋃
n∈N Pn, where Pn is a set of functions f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}r.

Next, we extend Definition 2.3 to define farness and distances to functions and properties for
the case of multiple output bits.

Definition 11.3 (ReLU network being far from computing a function). Let (A,W ) be a
ReLU network with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and r output nodes. (A,W ) is called
(ε, δ)-close to computing a function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}r, if one can change the matrix A in at
most εnm places and the matrix W in at most εmr places to obtain a ReLU network that computes
a function g such that Pr[g(x) ̸= f(x))] ≤ δ, where x is chosen uniformly at random from {0, 1}n.
If (A,W ) is not (ε, δ)-close to computing f we say that it is (ε, δ)-far from computing f .
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Definition 11.4 (ReLU network being far from a property of functions). Let (A,W ) be
a ReLU network with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and r output nodes. (A,W ) is called
(ε, δ)-close to computing a function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}r with property P =

⋃
n∈N Pn, if one

can change the matrix A in at most εnm places and W in at most εmr places to obtain a ReLU
network that computes a function g such that Pr[g(x) ̸= f(x)] ≤ δ for some function f ∈ Pn, where
x is chosen uniformly at random from {0, 1}n. If (A,W ) is not (ε, δ)-close to computing f with
property P then we say that it is (ε, δ)-far from computing f with property P.

11.2 Reducing multiple outputs networks to single output networks

In this section we show that our testers for computing the constant 0-function and the OR-function
(Theorem 1) can be extended to the setting with multiple outputs to obtain a property tester for
computing any near constant function. Before we proceed, let us introduce the notion of near
constant functions with multiple outputs.

Definition 11.5 (Near constant functions). We call a function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}r near
constant if there is b ∈ {0, 1}r such that f(x) = b for every x ∈ {0, 1}n \ {0} and f(0) = 0.

For bi ∈ {0, 1} we will sometimes refer to the near constant function bi : {0, 1}n → {0, 1} as the
function f(x) = bi for all x ∈ {0, 1}n \ {0} and f(0) = 0.

Remark 11.6. Notice that our definition of ReLU networks (Definitions 2.3 and 11.1) implies that
on input 0 the output is always 0. Hence, the only truly constant function that can be computed
by a ReLU network is the constant 0 function. For all other vectors b we will consider a function
that is constant on all inputs but the 0-vector. We observe that if a network computes a near
constant function f(x) = b for x ̸= 0 and b = (b1, . . . , br) then the restriction of the network to
any output node i with bi = 0 is the constant 0-function and to any output node i with bi = 1 is
the OR-function (see a formal definition of restricted network below).

For any ReLU network (A,W ) with r output nodes, define a ReLU network (A,Wi) restricted to
the output node i to be the sub-network of (A,W ) restricted to the output node i as well as the input
and hidden layer (hereWi is the m-vector corresponding to the i-th column inW ). That is, (A,Wi)
is the ReLU network which is a sub-network of (A,W ) computing sgn(ReLU(W T

i · ReLU(Ax))).
The following theorem, central for our analysis, demonstrates that if a ReLU network with r

outputs is (ε, δ)-far from computing near constant function b, then for at least an ε
2 -fraction of the

output bits i, the ReLU network restricted to the output node i is (ε′, δ′)-far from computing an
appropriate near constant function, where δ′ ∼ δ/r and ε′ = ε2/1025.

Theorem 5. Let N be a ReLU network (A,W ) with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and

r output nodes. Let e−n/16 ≤ δ < 1 and 16 ·
√

ln(2m)
m ≤ ε < 1

2 . Let b = (b1, . . . , br) ∈ {0, 1}r.
If N is (ε, δ)-far from computing a near constant function b then there are more than 1

2εr output
nodes such that for any such output node i, the ReLU network N restricted to the output node i is

( ε2

1025 ,
δ−e−n/16

r )-far from computing near constant function bi.

Proof. Fix b ∈ {0, 1}r and let δ′ := δ−e−n/16

r ≥ 0; hence δ = rδ′ + e−n/16. Let B0 be the set of
output nodes i with bi = 0 and B1 be the set of remaining output nodes. Let Q be the set of
output nodes i such that the restricted network (A,Wi) is ( ε2

1025 , δ
′)-far from computing the near

constant function bi. Let Q0 := Q ∩B0, Q1 := Q ∩B1, L0 := B0 \Q0, and L1 := B1 \Q1.
The proof is by contradiction. Assume that there are at most 1

2εr output nodes i such that the

restricted network (A,Wi) is ( ε2

1025 , δ
′)-far from computing the near constant function bi, that is,
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that |Q| ≤ 1
2εr. We will show that then we can modify weights of at most εnm first layer edges

and of at most εrm second layer edges to obtain a ReLU network that computes b for at least a
(1− δ)-fraction of the inputs. This would contradict the assumption that (A,W ) is (ε, δ)-far from
computing the near constant function b, and thus, would complete the proof by contradiction.

In the following, we describe our modifications. We assume that |Q| ≤ 1
2εr.

(I) For each i ∈ Q, we set to bi the weights of all second layer edges incident to the output node
i. This modifies |Q| ·m ≤ 1

2εrm weights of second layer edges and ensures that each output
node in Q0 computes the constant 0-function. For nodes in Q1 we also need to make sure
that on input x ̸= 0 at least one hidden layer node outputs a 1. At the very end of our
construction, we will select a certain hidden layer node y∗ and set to 1 the weights of all its
edges incident to the input nodes to take care of this.

Overall, this phase requires modification of weights of at most 1
2εmr second layer edges.

(II) Consider the remaining output nodes - these are the output nodes in L0 ∪ L1. For all such

nodes i, the restricted network (A,Wi) is (
ε2

1025 , δ
′)-close to computing near constant function

bi (and before the changes applied to y∗).

• For any output node i ∈ L0 incident to at most 1
4εm edges with positive edge weights

in the second layer we set all these edge weights to 0. Since no other edges incident to
output node i have positive weights, the output node computes the constant 0-function
on all inputs.

• Similarly, for any output node i ∈ L1 incident to at most 1
4εm edges with non-positive

edge weights in the second layer we set all these edge weights to 1. Since all other edges
incident to output node i have positive weights, this implies that after the modification
all edges incident to i have positive weights. Therefore, the modification of y∗ at the
end of the construction will also make sure that the output value will be positive for
non-zero inputs.

Overall, this phase requires modification of weights of at most 1
4εmr second layer edges.

(III) It remains to deal with the output nodes i in L0 ∪ L1 that are either incident to more than
1
4εm edges with positive weight (if i ∈ L0) or incident to more than 1

4εm edges with non-
positive weights (if i ∈ L1). Let T be the set of such output nodes and let T0 := T ∩ L0 and
T1 := T ∩L1. We will show that there exist two disjoint sets R0 and R1 such that R0 is a set
of 1

8εm second layer nodes such that every node from T0 has at least 1
64ε

2m positive edges
incident to nodes from R0, and R1 is a set of 1

8εm second layer nodes such that every node
from T1 has at least 1

64ε
2m non-positive edges incident to nodes from R1.

We use the probabilistic method to show that R0 and R1 exist. Select uniformly at random
two disjoint sets R′

0 and R′
1 of 1

8εm hidden layer nodes each. Note that one may first sample
R′

0 uniformly at random and then R′
1 uniformly at random from the remaining nodes or

the other way around. Thus, we may think of each of the sets R′
0 and R′

1 to be sampled
uniformly at random without replacement from the hidden layer nodes.

Fix an output node i ∈ T0 and let Xj be the indicator random variable for the event that
the end-point of the jth edge with positive weight incident to i is selected in R′

0. Notice that
E[Xj ] =

1
8ε. Since any output node in T0 is incident to more than 1

4εm positive edges, we

have E
[∑

j Xj

]
≥ 1

32ε
2m. Thus, by Chernoff bounds (we remark that Chernoff bounds also
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apply to the setting of sampling without replacement; see, for example, [BM15]) we get

Pr

∑
j

Xj ≤
1

64
ε2m

 ≤ Pr

∑
j

Xj ≤
1

2
E

∑
j

Xj

 ≤ e−E[
∑

j Xj ]/8 ≤ 1

2m
,

where the last inequality holds for 1/2 ≥ ε ≥ 16 ·
√

ln(2m)
m . Identical arguments can be

used to show that (assuming 1/2 ≥ ε ≥ 16 ·
√

ln(2m)
m ) for any fixed output node i ∈ T1, the

probability that i is incident to at most 1
64ε

2m edges with non-positive weight connecting to
nodes from R is at most 1

2m . By taking a union bound over all nodes from T , this implies
that with probability at least 1

2 the random sets R′
0 and R′

1 satisfy the requirements of R0

and R1. In particular, there exist two disjoint sets R0 and R1 such that every output node
i ∈ T0 has at least

1
64ε

2m edges with positive weight connecting i to nodes from R0 and every
output node i ∈ T1 has at least 1

64ε
2m edges with non-positive weight connecting i to nodes

from R1.

Next, modify the edge weights of the ReLU network as follows:

• set to +1 the weights of all 1
4εmn first layer edges incident to R0 ∪R1,

• set to −1 the weights of all second layer edges between R0 and B0, and

• set to +1 the weights of all second layer edges between R1 and B1.

Overall, this phase requires modification of weights of at most |R0| · |B0|+ |R1| · |B1| ≤ 1
4εmr

second layer edges and of 1
4εmn first layer edges. We also observe that our modification does

not increase the value at output nodes from Q0 and does not decrease the value at output
nodes from Q1.

Notice that the value of every node in R0∪R1 is equal to ∥x∥1, the number of 1s in the input.
Therefore, since there were originally at least 1

64ε
2m edges with positive weight between node

i and R0, the modifications of edge weights ensure that every output bit corresponding to
output node i ∈ T0 is reduced by at least ∥x∥1 · 1

64ε
2m. Similarly, since there were originally

at least 1
64ε

2m edges with non-positive weights between node i and R1, the modifications of
edge weights ensure that every output bit corresponding to output node i ∈ T1 is increased
by at least ∥x∥1 · 1

64ε
2m. Notice that (see, e.g., Claim A.3) the probability that a random

x ∈ {0, 1}n satisfies ∥x∥1 ≥ 1
4n is at most e−n/16. Therefore our construction above ensures

that for any output node i ∈ T0, for at least a (1 − e−n/16)-fraction of the inputs we reduce
the value at i by at least 1

256ε
2mn, and for any output node i ∈ T1, for at least a (1−e−n/16)-

fraction of the inputs we increase the value at i by at least 1
256ε

2mn.

Observe that a modification of an edge weight in the first layer changes the value of a single
output node by at most 2; one edge weight change in the second layer may change it by at
most 2n. Therefore, since for every output node i ∈ T0, the restricted network (A,Wi) is

( ε2

1025 , δ
′)-close to computing constant 0-function, we obtain that before our modifications,

for any output node i ∈ T0, for at least a (1− δ′)-fraction of the inputs the output value of i
was at most 2 · ( 1

1025ε
2mn) + 2n · ( 1

1025ε
2m) < 1

256ε
2nm as otherwise, the output node could

not be ( ε2

1025 , δ
′)-close to computing the constant 0-function. Similarly, identical arguments

imply that for any output node i ∈ T1, for at least a (1−δ′)-fraction of the inputs the output
value of i was greater than − 1

256ε
2nm.

By the arguments above, for every output node i ∈ T0, on one hand, before our modifications,
for at least a (1−δ′)-fraction of the inputs the output value of i was strictly less than 1

256ε
2nm,
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and on the other hand, for at least a (1−e−n/16)-fraction of the inputs we reduce the value at
i by at least 1

256ε
2mn. This implies that for every i ∈ T0, after our modifications, for at least

a (1−δ′−e−n/16)-fraction of the inputs the output value of i is negative, and hence the ReLU
network (A,Wi) restricted to the output node i returns 0. Identical arguments imply that for
every output node i ∈ T1, after our modifications, for at least a (1− δ′ − e−n/16)-fraction of
the inputs the output value of i is positive, and hence the ReLU network (A,Wi) restricted
to the output node i returns 1.

(IV) We still need to argue how to choose the node y∗. If at the beginning of our construction we
had L0 ∪ L1 ̸= ∅ any node from R0 or R1 will do and no further modification is necessary.
Otherwise, We can take an arbitrary input node and set all of its n first layer edges to 1.

Now let us summarize our discussion above. We have shown that if there are at most 1
2εr output

nodes i such that the restricted network (A,Wi) is (
ε2

1025 , δ
′)-far from computing constant function

bi, then we can modify network (A,W ) by changing weights of at most εnm first layer edges and at
most εrm second layer edges into a network that computes b on all but a δ-fraction of the inputs.

This implies that (A,W ) is (ε, δ)-close to computing the near constant function b, which is a
contradiction, completing the proof of Theorem 5.

11.3 Applications: multiple output nodes

It is now easy to combine Theorem 5 with our analysis of ReLU networks with a single bit output
for the constant 0-function and the OR-function (Theorem 1) to obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 6. Let N be a ReLU network (A,W ) with n input nodes, m hidden layer nodes, and r
output nodes. Let b ∈ {0, 1}r, (r+1)e−n/16 ≤ δ < 1, and c ·

√
ln(2m)/m < ε < 1

2 for a sufficiently

large constant c. There is a property tester that queries O( ln
2(1/ελ)
ε13

) entries from A and W and

• accepts with probability at least 2
3 , if N computes near constant function b, and

• rejects with probability at least 2
3 , if N is (ε, δ)-far from computing near constant function b.

Proof. Let b = (b1, . . . , br) ∈ {0, 1}r. By Theorem 5, if (A,W ) is (ε, δ)-far from computing near
constant function b then there are more than 1

2εr output nodes such that for any such output node

i, the ReLU network (A,Wi) restricted to the output node i is ( ε2

1025 ,
δ−e−n/16

r )-far from computing
near constant function bi.

Therefore Theorem 6 follows by sampling O(1/ε) output nodes uniformly at random and then,
for each sampled output node i, testing whether the ReLU network (A,Wi) restricted to the output
node i computes near constant function bi using the algorithm from Theorem 1 (either AllZe-
roTester or ORTester, depending on bi). By outputting the majority outcome of the calls to
Theorem 1, we obtain the promised property testing algorithm.

12 ReLU networks with multiple hidden layers

Our analysis so far has studied the model of ReLU networks with one hidden layer. In this section
we consider a natural generalization of this setting to allow multiple hidden layers.
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12.1 ReLU networks with multiple hidden layers and multiple outputs

We begin with a formal definition of the model of ReLU network with multiple layers, generalizing
our definitions from Section 2 and Section 11.1.

We start with the extension of Definition 2.1 and Definition 11.1 in a natural way.

Definition 12.1 (ReLU network with multiple hidden layers and multiple outputs). A
ReLU network with n input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each,
and r output nodes is a tuple (W0,W1, . . . ,Wℓ), where Wi ∈ [−1, 1]mi+1×mi for every 0 ≤ i ≤ ℓ,
with m0 = n and mℓ+1 = r. The function f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}r computed by a ReLU network
(W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is defined recursively as f(x) := sgn(ReLU(fℓ+1(x))), where

10

fi(x) :=

{
Wi−1 · ReLU(fi−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0 .

An intuitive description. Definition 12.1 can be also seen as a recursive description of the
following computational process: first compute W0 · x, then apply the ReLU activation function,
then multiply W1 by it, then again apply the ReLU activation function, then multiply W2 by it,
and so, so forth, until after multiplying Wℓ by the result, we apply the ReLU activation function,
and then, finally, the sgn function.

Another intuitive description. While Definition 12.1 precisely and formally describes the
model of ReLU network with multiple hidden layers and multiple outputs, it is good to keep
in mind also its more informal tree-based definition (see also Figure 4).

The ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) corresponds to a layered weighted network with ℓ+ 2 layers:
layer zero containing m0 input nodes, ℓ hidden layers 1, . . . , ℓ, with layer 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ containing mi

nodes, and layer (ℓ+1) containing mℓ+1 output nodes. The network has weighted edges connecting
pairs of consecutive layers. For every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ and for every 1 ≤ i ≤ mk and 1 ≤ j ≤ mk+1, there
is an edge with weight Wk[j, i] connecting the i-th node at layer k with the j-th node at layer k+1.
We will be assuming that all weights are real numbers in [−1, 1].

We use such ReLU layered network as a computational device computing a function f :
{0, 1}m0 → {0, 1}mℓ+1 as follows. The input is any vector x ∈ {0, 1}m0 , so that the i-th input
node obtains as its input value xi. Then, any node in the network at a layer 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ + 1 has a
value determined by the input x and the weights of the network, which is computed bottom-up in
the network as follows:

• for any node i at layer 0, the value of that node val0i (x) is xi;

10Observe that unfolding the recurrence in Definition 11.1 gives (and notice that ReLU(x) = x for x ∈ {0, 1}n),

fi(x) :=



x if i = 0,

W0 · ReLU(f0(x)) = W0 · ReLU(x) if i = 1,

W1 · ReLU(f1(x)) = W1 · ReLU(W0 · ReLU(x)) if i = 2,

W2 · ReLU(f2(x)) = W2 · ReLU(W1 · ReLU(W0 · ReLU(x))) if i = 3,

W3 · ReLU(f3(x)) = W3 · ReLU(W2 · ReLU(W1 · ReLU(W0 · ReLU(x)))) if i = 4

Therefore, a non-recursive version of the value f(x) computed by the network (in a form resembling Definition 2.1) is

f(x) := sgn(ReLU(Wℓ · . . . · ReLU(W2 · ReLU(W1 · ReLU(W0 · ReLU(x)))) . . . )).
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Figure 4: A ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) with ℓ + 2 layers: layer zero V0 containing m0 input nodes, ℓ
hidden layers 1, . . . , ℓ, with layer 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ containing mk nodes Vk, and layer (ℓ+1) containing mℓ+1 output
nodes Vℓ+1. The network has weighted edges connecting pairs of consecutive layers. For every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ and
for every 1 ≤ i ≤ mk and 1 ≤ j ≤ mk+1, there is an edge with weight Wk[j, i] ∈ [−1, 1] connecting the i-th
node at layer k with the j-th node at layer k + 1. For a given input x = (x1, . . . , xm0

)T ∈ {0, 1}m0 , for any
node j at layer 0, the value of that node val0j (x) = xj (which is also the j-th row of f0(x)). For any node j

at layer 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ+ 1, the value of that node is valkj (x) =
∑mk−1

i=1 Wk−1[j, i] · ReLU(valk−1
i (x)); notice that

this is the j-th row of fk(x). For any node j at layer ℓ+1 (i.e., for the j-th output node), the binary output
computed by that node equals outputj(x) = sgn(ReLU(valℓ+1

j (x))); notice that this is the j-th row of f(x).

• for any node j at layer 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ+ 1, the value of that node valkj (x) is equal to

valkj (x) =

mk−1∑
i=1

Wk−1[j, i] · ReLU(valk−1
i (x));

• for any node j at layer ℓ+ 1, the binary output computed by that node is equal to

outputj(x) := sgn(ReLU(valℓ+1
j (x))).

It is easy to see that this definition matches Definition 12.1. That is, let us consider a ReLU
network with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each,
and mℓ+1 output nodes. Then for the function f(x) := sgn(ReLU(fℓ+1(x))) as in Definition 12.1
computed by (W0,W1, . . . ,Wℓ), where Wi ∈ [−1, 1]mi+1×mi for every 0 ≤ i ≤ ℓ, the j-th term of
f(x) (the j-th row of vector f(x)) is equal to outputj(x), the output of the j-th node at the final
layer ℓ + 1. Furthermore, valk(j), the value of node j at layer 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ + 1, is equal to the j-th
term of vector fk(x) (the j-th row of vector fk(x)) defined by (W0,W1, . . . ,Wℓ).

Query access to the network. Similarly to the case of a single hidden layer, we will allow a
property testing algorithm to query weights, i.e., entries in W0, . . . ,Wℓ in constant time per query.
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12.1.1 The notion of a ReLU network being far

Next, we extend the definitions (Definition 2.3 and Definitions 11.3 and 11.4) of farness and dis-
tances to functions and properties for ReLU networks with multiple hidden layers and multiple
outputs as follows.

Definition 12.2 (ReLU network being far from computing a function). Let (W0, . . . ,Wℓ)
be a ReLU network with m0 = n input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer
nodes each, and mℓ+1 output nodes. (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is called (ε, δ)-close to computing a function
f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}mℓ+1, if one can change each matrix Wi, 0 ≤ i ≤ ℓ, in at most εmimi+1 places
to obtain a ReLU network that computes a function g such that Pr[g(x) ̸= f(x))] ≤ δ, where x is
chosen uniformly at random from {0, 1}n. If (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is not (ε, δ)-close to computing f we say
that it is (ε, δ)-far from computing f .

Definition 12.3 (ReLU network being far from a property of functions). Let (W0, . . . ,Wℓ)
be a ReLU network with m0 = n input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer
nodes each, and mℓ+1 output nodes. (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is called (ε, δ)-close to computing a function
f : {0, 1}n → {0, 1}mℓ+1 with property P =

⋃
n∈N Pn, if one can change each matrix Wi, 0 ≤ i ≤

ℓ, in at most εmimi+1 places to obtain a ReLU network that computes a function g such that
Pr[g(x) ̸= f(x)] ≤ δ for some function f ∈ Pn, where x is chosen uniformly at random from
{0, 1}n. If (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is not (ε, δ)-close to computing f with property P then we say that it is
(ε, δ)-far from computing f with property P.

12.2 Testing the constant 0-function of a ReLU network with multiple layers

We now present Algorithm AllZeroTesterMHL which extends Algorithm AllZeroTester for
ReLU networks with a single hidden layer from Section 5.2 and which tests whether a given ReLU
network with multiple hidden layers computes the constant 0-function.

The tester follows the framework from Section 5.2 and it samples nodes from each layer and
computes the function generated by the corresponding sub-network of the original ReLU network.

As before, we use matrix notation and write Si to denote a sampling matrix that selects si
input/hidden layer nodes Si at layer i of a ReLU network at random. That is, Si is an mi ×mi

diagonal matrix whose diagonal entries (i, i) are equal to 1 iff node j at the hidden layer i (or the
j-th input node if i = 0) is in the sample set (and is 0 otherwise). With this notation we can
describe our Algorithm 7 AllZeroTesterMHL below.

Let us observe that this algebraic description of AllZeroTesterMHL can be also visualized
using the following description: We take the ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ), and for every 0 ≤ i ≤ ℓ,
sample si nodes Si from Vi uniformly at random without replacement. Then, hℓ+1 is equal to
(the modified value of) valℓ+1

1 (x). And so, AllZeroTesterMHL checks whether after randomly
sampling sets S0, . . . ,Sℓ of sufficiently large size from V0, . . . , Vℓ, respectively, there is an input
x ∈ {0, 1}n for which the scaled value

∏ℓ
i=0

mi
si
·valℓ+1

1 (x) is greater than the bias 1
16 ·(ε/2)

ℓ ·
∏ℓ

i=0mi,
in which case we reject, or there is no such input, in which case we accept.

We present two theorems that extend Theorem 1 to multiple hidden layers.
Since the main theorem is heavily parameterized, we begin with a simpler statement about

tester AllZeroTesterMHL for ReLU networks with the same number of nodes at every layer.

Theorem 7. Let 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 ,

1
n < ε < 1

2 , and δ ≥ e−n/16+ e−(ε/2)ℓn/(342(ℓ+1)2). Let N be a ReLU
network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) with n input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with n hidden layer nodes each, and
a single output node. Further, suppose that n ≥ 171 · (ℓ+1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · (ln(2/δ) + ℓ lnn). Assuming
that ℓ is constant, there is a tester that queries Θ(ε−8ℓ · ln4(1/λε)) entries from W0, . . . ,Wℓ, and
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Algorithm 7: AllZeroTesterMHL(ε, λ,m0,m1, . . . ,mℓ)

Input: ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with
m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and a single output node; parameters ε and λ

1 set s0 := c0 · ε−2ℓ · ln(1/λε) for an appropriate constant c0 = c0(ℓ) > 0

2 for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, set sk := ck · ε−4ℓ · ln2(1/λε) for an appropriate constant ck = ck(ℓ) > 0
3 for i = 0 to ℓ do
4 sample si nodes Si from Vi uniformly at random without replacement

5 let Si ∈ Nmi×mi
0 be the corresponding sampling matrix

6 end
7 let h : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1} be defined recursively as h(x) := sgn(ReLU(hℓ+1(x))), where

hi(x) :=

{
Wi−1 · Si−1 · ReLU(hi−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0.

8 if there is x ∈ {0, 1}m0 with
∏ℓ

i=0
mi
si

· hℓ+1(x)− 1
16 · (ε/2)ℓ ·

∏ℓ
i=0mi > 0 then

9 reject
10 else
11 accept
12 end

(i) rejects with probability at least 1−λ, if N is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function,

(ii) accepts with probability at least 1− λ, if N computes the constant 0-function.

Theorem 7 follows from the following more general theorem.

Theorem 13. Let 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 and 1

min0≤k≤ℓ{mk} < ε < 1
2 . Let N be a ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ)

with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and a single
output node. Further, suppose that for an arbitrary parameter 0 < ξ < 1

ℓ+1 , it holds that m0 ≥
128 · (ℓ + 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln(1ξ

∏ℓ
i=1mi) and that mk ≥ 171 · (ℓ + 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln(1ξ

∏ℓ
i=k+1mi) for

every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. Let δ ≥ ξ + e−m0/16. Assuming that ℓ is constant, tester AllZeroTesterMHL
queries Θ(ε−8ℓ · ln4(1/λε)) entries from W0, . . . ,Wℓ, and

(i) rejects with probability at least 1−λ, if N is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function,
and

(ii) accepts with probability at least 1− λ, if N computes the constant 0-function.

Remark 12.4. Theorem 13 is heavily parameterized and we present it in a general form to on
one hand demonstrate that one can study ReLU networks with arbitrary many hidden layers and
to obtain for them efficient testers for some basic functions, and on the other hand, to make our
result concrete. In many natural scenarios, and this is how one should read Theorem 13, when the
number of hidden layers is constant, then the tester works with each sk = poly(1/ε), having total
number of entries of W0, . . . ,Wℓ sampled to be polynomial in poly(1/ε).

The dependency on m0, . . . ,mℓ is rather mild, and bar their dependency on ξ, it essentially
requires that all mi are larger than some constant (depending on ε, ℓ, and λ) and the largest mi

is not more than exponentially larger than any other mj . The dependency on ξ and δ is discussed
in Definition 12.11. One would like to keep both ξ and δ as small as possible and Definition 12.12
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demonstrates that one can normally get δ as low as e−m0/16 + e−Θ((ε/2)2ℓ/ℓ2·minmk); when all mk

are the same, then ξ and δ can be as small as e−Θ((ε/2)2ℓm0/ℓ2) and e−m0/16 + e−Θ((ε/2)2ℓm0/ℓ2),
respectively, as stated in Theorem 7. Observe that the lower bounds on m0, . . . ,mℓ put some mild
constraints on ε.

We present Theorem 13 with the assumption that ℓ is a constant. However, our analysis below
works for arbitrarily large ℓ and the use of constant ℓ is done (to simplify the calculations) only
at the very final step. In the general case, we could define s0, . . . , sℓ to satisfy the constraints that

sk ≥ 512 · (ℓ + 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln
(

2
∏ℓ

i=k+1 si
λ(ℓ+1)

)
for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, and that sk ≥ 512 · ℓ2 · (2/ε)2ℓ ·

ln

(
2s0+1·ℓ·

∏ℓ
i=k+1 si

λ

)
for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. Then AllZeroTesterMHL (with modified values of

s0, . . . , sℓ) would be a tester with properties as in Theorem 13 and query complexity
∑ℓ−1

k=0 sk ·sk+1.

12.2.1 Overview of the arguments used in the proof of Theorem 13

The proof of Theorem 13 follows the approach presented earlier in the proofs of Theorem 1
, though the need to deal with multiple hidden layers makes the analysis more tedious and

complex. The approach relies on two steps of the analysis, first proving part (i) about ReLU
networks that are (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function (Sections 12.2.4 and 12.2.5)
and then part (ii) about ReLU networks that compute the constant 0-function (Section 12.2.6).

The analysis of part (i) is in four steps, as described in Definitions 12.5, 12.8, 12.9 and 12.13.
We first show in Section 12.2.2 that the use of randomly sampled nodes in each layer of the network
results in a modified ReLU network that, after scaling, for any fixed input returns the value close
to the value returned by the original network. Next, in Section 12.2.3, we extend this claim to show
that there is always a modified ReLU network that, after scaling, for all but a small fraction of the
inputs, returns the value close to the value returned by the original network. We then study ReLU
networks (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) that are (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function. In that case,
we first show in Section 12.2.4 that there is always an input x0 ∈ {0, 1}m0 on which the (ε, δ)-far
network returns a value which is (sufficiently) large. Then, using the result from 12.8 that the
sampled network approximates the output of the original network, we will argue in Section 12.2.5
that if (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function then randomly sampled
network on input x0 returns a (sufficiently) large.

The study of part (ii), as described in Definition 12.14, relies on a similar approach as that in
part (i). We use the fact that the sampled network computes a function which on a fixed input is
(after scaling) close to the original function on that input (Definition 12.5), and hence that value
cannot be too large. An important difference with part (i) is that one must prove the claim to hold
for all inputs, making the arguments a bit more challenging (the most straightforward arguments
would require the size of the sample to depend on m0, giving a tester with super-constant query
complexity).

12.2.2 Random sampling concentration (extending Definition 5.2 to multiple layers)

We begin with an extension of Definition 5.2 to study the impact of random sampling of the nodes
used in the network on multiple hidden layers ReLU networks. It argues that on any fixed input
x ∈ {0, 1}m0 , for random selection of nodes at each layer of the network S0, . . . ,Sℓ, the original
ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) returns the value fℓ+1(x) which is very close to the value hℓ+1(x) of
the sampled network (W0 · S0, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ) after appropriate scaling.
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Lemma 12.5. Let (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) be a ReLU network with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with
m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and a single output node. Let f : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1} be the
function computed by ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ), which is f(x) := sgn(ReLU(fℓ+1(x))), where

fi(x) :=

{
Wi−1 · ReLU(fi−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0.

Let S0, . . . , Sℓ be sampling matrices corresponding to samples S0, . . . ,Sℓ of size s0, . . . , sℓ, respec-
tively. Let h : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1} be the function computed by ReLU network (W0 · S0, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ),
that is, h is defined recursively as h(x) := sgn(ReLU(hℓ+1(x))), where

hi(x) :=

{
Wi−1 · Si−1 · ReLU(hi−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0.

Let 0 < ϑ ≤ 1 and 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 . Assume that sk ≥ 2(ℓ+1)2 ln(2

∏ℓ
i=k+1 si/(λ(ℓ+1)))

ϑ2 for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.
Then for any fixed x ∈ {0, 1}m0 we have (where the probability is with respect to random choices of
S0, . . . , Sℓ)

Pr

[∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ > ϑ ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

]
≤ λ.

Proof. Our proof extends the analysis from Definition 5.2, though the analysis and the notation
are more complicated because of the need of dealing with multiple layers.

In order to compare the value fℓ+1(x) of ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) with the scaled value
hℓ+1(x) of ReLU network (W0 · S0, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ), we will compare the scaled values in ℓ differ-
ent ReLU networks: network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) and network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ−1,Wℓ · Sℓ), then network
(W0, . . . ,Wℓ−1,Wℓ · Sℓ) and network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ−2,Wℓ−1 · Sℓ−1,Wℓ · Sℓ), and so on so forth, until
network (W0,W1 · S1, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ) and network (W0 · S0, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ). Observe that if (after appro-
priate scaling) all these values are similar, then we will able to argue that network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ)
has a very similar value as that of the scaled value of the sampling network (W0 · S0, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ).

Our analysis of the difference between the values of (W0, . . . ,Wr,Wr+1 · Sr+1, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ) and
the scaled value of (W0, . . . ,Wr−1,Wr · Sr,Wr+1 · Sr+1, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ) is done in two steps: we first
compare the values of (W0, . . . ,Wr−1,Wr) and (W0, . . . ,Wr−1,Wr ·Sr) using the randomness of Sr,
and only then we extend the analysis to the entire pair (W0, . . . ,Wr,Wr+1 · Sr+1, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ) and
the scaled (W0, . . . ,Wr−1,Wr · Sr,Wr+1 · Sr+1, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ), which works for arbitrary Sr+1, . . . , Sℓ.

In order to facilitate the analysis of such networks, for any 0 ≤ k ≤ r ≤ ℓ + 1, for any ReLU
network (Wk · Sk,Wk+1 · Sk+1, . . . ,Wr−1 · Sr−1), we let ϕrk(x) denote the function11computed by
such network on input x. Observe that function ϕrk : Rmk → Rmr is defined recursively as follows:

ϕrk(x) :=

{
Wr−1 · Sr−1 · ReLU(ϕr−1

k (x)) if k < r,

x if k = r.

Difference of having a single random sampling matrix. We begin with the study of the
relation between ReLU networks (Wk) and (Wk · Sk) for random Sk, with our later objective of
using this to understand the relation between networks (W0, . . . ,Wk) and (W0, . . . ,Wk−1,Wk ·Sk).

We will prove the following claim, where we later will use with y = ReLU(fk(x)).

11ϕr
k(x) is the function computed by the ReLU network (Wk ·Sk, . . . ,Wr−1 ·Sr−1) and thus, in particular, (i) ϕr

0(x) =
hr(x) for every 0 ≤ r ≤ ℓ + 1, (ii) ϕℓ+1

k (fk(x)) is the function computed by (W0 . . .Wk−1,Wk · Sk, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ) for
every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ+ 1, and (iii) ϕℓ+1

ℓ+1(fℓ+1(x)) = fℓ+1(x).
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Claim 12.6. Let 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ and 1 ≤ j ≤ mk. Let 0 < κ, λ < 1 and assume that sk ≥ 2 ln(2/λ)
κ2 . Let y

be an arbitrary mk-vector in Rmk . If we use W
(j)
k to denote the j-th row of Wk, then the following

inequality holds (where the probability is with respect to the random choice of Sk):

Pr

[∣∣∣∣mk

sk
·W (j)

k · Sk · y −W
(j)
k · y

∣∣∣∣ > κ · ∥y∥∞ ·mk

]
≤ λ. (13)

Notice that (13) holds for any single node j from Vk, but not for all nodes at the same time.

Proof. We study the relation between W
(j)
k · Sk · y and W

(j)
k · y. Since Sk is an mk ×mk matrix

corresponding to sampling of sk nodes from Vk uniformly at random without replacement, each of

W
(j)
k ·Sk ·y andW

(j)
k ·y is a sum of terms obtained by multiplying the j-th row ofW

(j)
k ·Sk andW

(j)
k ,

respectively, by the j-th column of vector y. The difference is that while the latter sum takes the

entire column of y, the former samples sk random terms from that column. Hence we viewW
(j)
k ·Sk·y

as the sum of sk random terms defining W
(j)
k · y; notice that E[W

(j)
k · Sk · y] = sk

mk
·W (j)

k · y. Since
every term inW

(j)
k ·y is in [−∥y∥∞, ∥y∥∞], rescaling by 1

∥y∥∞ ensures that every term in 1
∥y∥∞ ·W (j)

k ·y
is in [−1, 1]. Thus Hoeffding’s bound (Definition A.1) yields for any κ:

Pr

[∣∣∣∣mk

sk
·W (j)

k · Sk · y −W
(j)
k · y

∣∣∣∣ > κ · ∥y∥∞ ·mk

]
=

Pr

[∣∣∣∣ 1

sk · ∥y∥∞
·W (j)

k · Sk · y −
1

mk · ∥y∥∞
·W (j)

k · y
∣∣∣∣ > κ

]
≤ 2e−2skκ

2/4 ≤ λ,

where the last inequality follows from our assumption that sk ≥ 2 ln(2/λ)
κ2 .

Multiplying by sparse matrices. We consider the impact of using arbitrary sampling matrices
with a small number of non-zero entries on the functions computed by ReLU networks. We have
the following claim about multiplying by arbitrary (not necessarily random) sampling matrices12.

Claim 12.7. Let 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. Let y and z be arbitrary random vectors in Rmk such that for some
ζ, η, for any 1 ≤ i ≤ mk holds Pr[|yi − zi| > ζ] ≤ η. For every 0 ≤ k < r ≤ ℓ + 1, if we
consider arbitrary sampling matrices Sk, . . . , Sr−1, each matrix Si being diagonal with si non-zero
entries, then

Pr
[
∥ϕrk(y)− ϕrk(z)∥∞ > ζ ·

r−1∏
i=k

si

]
≤ η ·

r−1∏
i=k

si . (14)

Proof. Let us fix any 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ and now we will prove the claim by induction on r − k ≥ 1.
For the basis of induction, when r = k + 1, observe that ϕk+1

k (y) = Wk · Sk · ReLU(ϕkk(y)) =
Wk · Sk · ReLU(y) and ϕk+1

k (z) =Wk · Sk · ReLU(z), and therefore let us consider

∥Wk · Sk · (y − z)∥∞ = ∥Wk · Sk · y −Wk · Sk · z∥∞ .

Observe that the column vector Sk · (y − z) is equal to y − z on exactly sk entries (corresponding
to the non-zero rows in Sk) and is 0 otherwise. If we take a union bound over the contribution of
these sk entries and observe that for the remaining rows are always 0, then we obtain:

Pr [∥Sk · (y − z)∥∞ > ζ] ≤ sk · η .

12Let us recall that ϕr
k(x) is the function computed by ReLU network (Wk · Sk,Wk+1 · Sk+1, . . . ,Wr−1 · Sr−1) on

input x, defined as ϕr
k(x) = Wr−1 · Sr−1 · ReLU(ϕr−1

k (x)) for k < r and ϕr
k(x) = x for k = r.
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If we multiply the terms in the bound above by Wk, then since each entry in Wk is in [−1, 1] and
since each row in Sk · (y − z) has at most sk non-zero entries, we have

∥Wk · Sk · (y − z)∥∞ ≤ sk · ∥Sk · (y − z)∥∞ .

We can combine this bound with our probability bound above to obtain,

Pr [∥Wk · Sk · (y − z)∥∞ > sk · ζ] ≤ sk · η . (15)

Next, let us observe that the bounds stay unchanged if we apply the ReLU activation function to
the terms. In particular, firstly notice that

∥Wk · Sk · ReLU(y)−Wk · Sk · ReLU(z)∥∞ ≤ ∥Wk · Sk · y −Wk · Sk · z∥∞

and therefore we can combine this bound with (15) to obtain the following:

Pr [∥Wk · Sk · ReLU(y)−Wk · Sk · ReLU(z)∥∞ > sk · ζ] ≤ sk · η , (16)

which is exactly (14), completing the analysis for the base of induction r = k + 1.
Next, let us consider 0 ≤ k ≤ r ≤ ℓ and assume, by induction, that (14) holds for k and r; we

will then show that (14) holds for k and r + 1. Observe that ϕr+1
k (y) =Wr · Sr ·ReLU(ϕrk(y)) and

ϕr+1
k (z) = Wr · Sr · ReLU(ϕrk(z)). We will apply (16) with new y′ := ϕrk(y) and z′ := ϕrk(z). By

induction, Pr[∥ϕrk(y)−ϕrk(z)∥∞ > ζ ·
∏r−1

i=k si] ≤ η·
∏r−1

i=k si, and hence we will use new ζ ′ := ζ ·
∏r−1

i=k si
and η′ := η ·

∏r−1
i=k si. Then, (16) implies the following:

Pr

[∥∥ϕr+1
k (y)− ϕr+1

k (z)
∥∥
∞ > sr ·

(
ζ ·

r−1∏
i=k

si

)]
=

Pr
[
∥Wr · Sr · ReLU(ϕrk(y))−Wr · Sr · ReLU(ϕrk(z))∥∞ > sr ·

(
ζ ·

r−1∏
i=k

si

)]
≤

sr ·

(
η ·

r−1∏
i=k

si

)
,

which is exactly the bound in (14). This completes the proof of Definition 12.7.

Completing the proof of Definition 12.5. In what follows, we will consider an arbitrary fixed
x ∈ {0, 1}m0 . In order to prove Definition 12.5, we study

∏ℓ
i=0

mi
si

·hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x). Observe that

the definition of ϕ implies that hℓ+1(x) = ϕℓ+1
0 (x) and fℓ+1(x) = ϕℓ+1

ℓ+1(fℓ+1(x)), and hence,

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x) =

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· ϕℓ+1

0 (f0(x))− ϕℓ+1
ℓ+1(fℓ+1(x)) .

Next, using that
∏ℓ

i=ℓ+1
mi
si

= 1, we can use telescoping sum to obtain

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x) =

ℓ∑
k=0

(
ℓ∏

i=k

mi

si
· ϕℓ+1

k (fk(x))−
ℓ∏

i=k+1

mi

si
· ϕℓ+1

k+1(fk+1(x))

)
,
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and hence∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ ≤
ℓ∑

k=0

∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=k

mi

si
· ϕℓ+1

k (fk(x))−
ℓ∏

i=k+1

mi

si
· ϕℓ+1

k+1(fk+1(x))

∣∣∣∣∣
=

ℓ∑
k=0

(
ℓ∏

i=k+1

mi

si
·
∣∣∣∣mk

sk
· ϕℓ+1

k (fk(x))− ϕℓ+1
k+1(fk+1(x))

∣∣∣∣
)

. (17)

In view of (17), we want to bound the probability that |mk
sk

· ϕℓ+1
k (fk(x)) − ϕℓ+1

k+1(fk+1(x))| is
large for all 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ; for that, we will use Definition 12.7. In order to incorporate Definition 12.6,
we will use Definition 12.7 with y = mk

sk
·Wk ·Sk ·ReLU(fk(x)) and z =Wk ·ReLU(fk(x)). Observe

that ∥ReLU(fk(x))∥∞ ≤
∏k−1

i=0 mi. Therefore Definition 12.6 implies that for any 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ and

1 ≤ j ≤ mk, for any 0 < κk, λk < 1 with sk ≥ 2 ln(2/λk)
κ2
k

, we have the following:

Pr

[∣∣∣∣mk

sk
·W (j)

k · Sk · ReLU(fk(x))−W
(j)
k · ReLU(fk(x))

∣∣∣∣ > κk ·
k∏

i=0

mi

]
≤ λk .

We combine this with Definition 12.7 for ϕℓ+1
k+1(·) with y = mk

sk
·Wk · Sk ·ReLU(fk(x)), z =Wk ·

ReLU(fk(x)), ζ = κk ·
∏k

i=0mi, and η = λk. Since with our notation ϕℓ+1
k+1(WkSk ReLU(fk(x))) =

ϕℓ+1
k (fk(x)) and ϕ

ℓ+1
k+1(Wk ReLU(fk(x))) = ϕℓ+1

k+1(fk+1(x)), by Definition 12.7 we obtain the follow-
ing:

Pr

[∣∣∣∣mk

sk
· ϕℓ+1

k (fk(x))− ϕℓ+1
k+1(fk+1(x))

∣∣∣∣ > κk ·
k∏

i=0

mi ·
ℓ∏

i=k+1

si

]
=

Pr

[∣∣∣∣ϕℓ+1
k+1

(
mk

sk
·Wk · Sk · ReLU(fk(x))

)
− ϕℓ+1

k+1(Wk · ReLU(fk(x)))
∣∣∣∣ > κk ·

k∏
i=0

mi ·
ℓ∏

i=k+1

si

]

= Pr

[∣∣∣ϕℓ+1
k+1(y)− ϕℓ+1

k+1(z)
∣∣∣ > ζ ·

ℓ∏
i=k+1

si

]
≤ λk ·

ℓ∏
i=k+1

si . (18)

(Since the values of ϕℓ+1
k+1 are real, we replaced the ∥·∥∞-norm from Definition 12.7 by | · |, and since

ϕℓ+1
k+1 is homogenous, we have mk

sk
·ϕℓ+1

k+1(Wk ·Sk ·ReLU(fk(x))) = ϕℓ+1
k+1(

mk
sk

·Wk ·Sk ·ReLU(fk(x))).)
Let κ0, . . . , κℓ, λ0, . . . , λℓ > 0 and assume that sk ≥ 2 ln(2/λk)

κ2
k

for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. Now, we plug

the bound from (18) into (17), and after applying union bound with ϑ = κ0 + · · ·+ κk, we obtain

Pr

[∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ > ϑ ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

]
≤

ℓ∑
k=0

Pr

[∣∣∣∣mk

sk
· ϕℓ+1

k (fk(x))− ϕℓ+1
k+1(fk+1(x))

∣∣∣∣ > κk ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi ·
ℓ∏

i=k+1

si
mi

]
=

ℓ∑
k=0

Pr

[∣∣∣∣mk

sk
· ϕℓ+1

k (fk(x))− ϕℓ+1
k+1(fk+1(x))

∣∣∣∣ > κk ·
k∏

i=0

mi ·
ℓ∏

i=k+1

si

]
≤

ℓ∑
k=0

(
λk ·

ℓ∏
i=k+1

si

)
.

60



Following the approach for single hidden layer ReLU networks, we take all κk to be the same and
all terms λk ·

∏ℓ
i=k+1 si to be the same. That is, for any ϑ, λ > 0, for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, we set

κk := ϑ
ℓ+1 and λk := λ(ℓ+1)∏ℓ

i=k+1 si
with constraint sk ≥ 2 ln(2/λk)

κ2
k

=
2(ℓ+1)2 ln(2

∏ℓ
i=k+1 si/(λ(ℓ+1)))

ϑ2 , to get

Pr

[∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ > ϑ ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

]
≤ λ .

12.2.3 Extending Definition 12.5 to hold (existentially) for many inputs

Definition 12.5 shows that for any single input, the sub-network of any ReLU network with randomly
selected nodes in each layer (with further conditions specified in the lemma) will return a scaled
value which is very similar to the value returned by the original network. In this section, we
transform that claim to hold for most of the inputs at the same time, by showing an auxiliary
existential claim that there is at least one choice of S0, . . . , Sℓ such that for at least a (1 − λ)-
fraction of the inputs a scaled value is very similar to the value returned by the original network.

Lemma 12.8. Let (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) be a ReLU network with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with
m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and a single output node. Let f : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1} be the
function computed by ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ), which is f(x) := sgn(ReLU(fℓ+1(x))), where

fi(x) :=

{
Wi−1 · ReLU(fi−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0.

For any sampling matrices S0, . . . , Sℓ corresponding to samples S0, . . . ,Sℓ of size s0, . . . , sℓ, respec-
tively, let h : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1} be the function computed by ReLU network (W0 · S0, . . . ,Wℓ · Sℓ),
that is, h is defined recursively as h(x) := sgn(ReLU(hℓ+1(x))), where

hi(x) :=

{
Wi−1 · Si−1 · ReLU(hi−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0.

Let 0 < ϑ ≤ 1 and 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 . Assume that sk ≥ 2(ℓ+1)2 ln(2

∏ℓ
i=k+1 si/(λ(ℓ+1)))

ϑ2 for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.
Then there is at least one choice of sampling matrices S0, . . . , Sℓ such that for at most a λ-fraction
of the inputs x ∈ {0, 1}m0 it holds the following:∣∣∣∣∣

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ > ϑ ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi .

Proof. Let I := {0, 1}m0 be the set of all input instances. Let S be the set of all possible selections
of the nodes in sets S0, . . . ,Sℓ, that is, S := {⟨S0, . . . ,Sℓ⟩ : Si ⊆ Vi ∧ |Si| = si for all 0 ≤ i ≤ ℓ}.

Next, we introduce some bad sets and pairs, and obstructive tuples. Let us call tuple ⟨S0, . . . ,Sℓ⟩ ∈
S to be bad for input x0 ∈ I if after fixing sets S0, . . . ,Sℓ to define function h(x0), we have∣∣∣∣∣

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x0)− fℓ+1(x0)

∣∣∣∣∣ > ϑ ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi .

For any x ∈ I and s ∈ S, we call pair ⟨x, s⟩ bad if s is bad for input x. Let us call a tuple s ∈ S
λ-obstructive if for more than a λ-fraction of inputs x ∈ I, pairs ⟨x, s⟩ are bad.
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Observe that one way of reading Definition 12.5 is that (under the assumptions of Defini-
tion 12.5) for every x ∈ I, at most a λ fraction of the tuples in S are bad, that is, at most λ · |S|
tuples are bad. This immediately implies that at most λ · |I| · |S| pairs ⟨x, s⟩ with x ∈ I and s ∈ S
are bad.

Next, observe that if there are t tuples in S that are λ-obstructive, then there are more than
t · λ · |I| pairs ⟨x, s⟩ with x ∈ I and s ∈ S that are bad. However, since there are at most λ · |I| · |S|
pairs ⟨x, s⟩ with x ∈ I and s ∈ S that are bad, we must have t · λ · |I| < λ · |I| · |S|, and thus t < |S|.
This means that there are less than |S| tuples s ∈ S that are λ-obstructive, or equivalently, there
is at least one tuple s ∈ S that is not λ-obstructive. This completes the proof.

12.2.4 If (ε, δ)-far then there is a bad input (extending Definition 5.1 to multiple
layers)

To analyze the correctness of algorithm AllZeroTesterMHL, as in Section 5.2, we prove a
structural lemma (cf. Definition 5.1), which argues that if a ReLU network is (ε, δ)-far from
computing the constant 0-function then there is an input x on which the network computes a
large value. (Observe that Definition 12.9 is existential, and unlike our other arguments later in
Section 12.2.5 and Section 12.2.6, it is independent of AllZeroTester2HL and of the sampling
matrices S0, . . . , Sℓ).

Lemma 12.9. Let (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) be a ReLU network with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with
m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and a single output node. Let 0 < ε < 1

2 . Further, suppose

that for an arbitrary parameter 0 < ξ < 1
ℓ+1 , it holds that m0 ≥ 128(ℓ + 1)2(2/ε)2ℓ ln(1ξ

∏ℓ
i=1mi)

and that for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ holds mk ≥ 171(ℓ+ 1)2(2/ε)2ℓ ln(1ξ
∏ℓ

i=k+1mi). Let δ ≥ ξ + e−m0/16.
Let f : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1} be the function computed by ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ), which is

defined recursively as f(x) := sgn(ReLU(fℓ+1(x))), where

fi(x) :=

{
Wi−1 · ReLU(fi−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ,

x if i = 0.

If (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function then there exists an input
x ∈ {0, 1}m0 such that

fℓ+1(x) >
1

8
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi .

Remark 12.10. The auxiliary parameter ξ in our analysis has two uses: on one hand, it puts some
constraints on m0, . . . ,mℓ and on the other hand, it allows us to parameterize δ. In general, one
would hope for ξ to be close to 2−Θ(m0), and in particular, the arguments used in Definition 12.12
allow us to obtain ξ as low as e−Θ((ε/2)2ℓ·min0≤k≤ℓ{mk}/ℓ2); for example, if m0 = · · · = mℓ, then we

have ξ ≥ e−Θ(m0·(ε/2)2ℓ
2
/ℓ2).

Proof of Definition 12.9. While some high-level arguments used in the proof can be seen as an
extensions of the proof of Definition 5.1(1), rather surprisingly, some of the key arguments used in
the proof of Definition 5.1 are insufficient for the proof of Definition 12.9 for ℓ ≥ 3, and so some
new arguments are required. In particular, our analysis relies on Definition 12.8.

For the purpose of contradiction, we will assume that (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-far from computing
the constant 0-function and that for every input x ∈ {0, 1}m0 the output value is at most 1

2 · (ε/2)
ℓ ·
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∏ℓ
i=0mi, and then we will show that the ReLU network is (ε, δ)-close to computing the constant

0-function, yielding contradiction.
Our approach is to modify the network in at most an ε-fraction of edge weights at every layer,

by splitting it into two separate parts by selecting some sets of nodes I1, . . . , Iℓ at hidden layers and
then considering the ReLU network induced by these nodes and another network which ignores
these nodes. We will be able to ensure that the network induced by the appropriately selected
nodes contributes to a very low value, and the network induced by the remaining nodes contributes
to a value close to the value returned by the original network. Since such a construction can be
done using changes of at most an ε-fraction of edge weights at every layer, and since the original
network is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function, we will be able to argue that for some
input x, the value returned by the original network is larger than 1

8 · (ε/2)ℓ ·
∏ℓ

i=0mi.
Let us first introduce some useful notation (see also Figure 4). Let V0 be the set of input nodes,

let Vk the set of hidden layer nodes at layer 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, and let Vℓ+1 be the set of output nodes;
if we set mℓ+1 := 1 then for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ + 1, we have |Vk| = mk. Let E0 denote the set of
edges between the input nodes and the first hidden layer, for any 1 ≤ k < ℓ, let Ek denote the set
of edges between the k-th hidden layer and the (k + 1)-st hidden layer, and Eℓ denote the set of
edges between the ℓ-th hidden layer and the output node.

Next, we will use Definition 12.8. Let s∗0 := m0 and s∗k := (1 − 1
2ε)mk for 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.

Our initial conditions of Definition 12.9 ensure that with setting ϑ := 1
8 · (ε/2)ℓ, we have s∗k ≥

2(ℓ+1)2 ln(2
∏ℓ

i=k+1 s
∗
i /(ξ(ℓ+1)))

ϑ2 for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.13 Therefore, by Definition 12.8, there is a sequence
of sets S∗0, . . . ,S∗ℓ such that

• sk = |S∗k| for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, and

• if we take sampling matrices S∗
0 , . . . , S

∗
ℓ corresponding to the nodes from S∗0, S∗1, . . . ,S∗ℓ , then

for the function from {0, 1}m0 to Rmi :

h∗i (x) :=

{
Wi−1 · S∗

i−1 · ReLU(h∗i−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0,

for any 0 < ϑ ≤ 1, 0 < δ < 1
ℓ+1 , for at most a ξ-fraction of the inputs x ∈ {0, 1}m0 we have,∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

s∗i
· h∗ℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ > ϑ ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi .

Since s∗0 := m0 and s∗k := (1− 1
2ε)mk for 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, we can simplify this bound to obtain

∣∣∣h∗ℓ+1(x)− (1− 1
2ε)

ℓ · fℓ+1(x)
∣∣∣ > ϑ · (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi . (19)

Let Ik := Vk \S∗k for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. Now, we will modify some edge weights in the ReLU network.

13Observe that conditions s∗k ≥ 2(ℓ+1)2 ln(2
∏ℓ

i=k+1 s∗i /(ξ(ℓ+1)))

ϑ2 for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ imply with our setting

of s∗0, . . . , s
∗
ℓ , the following constraints on m0, . . . ,mℓ: m0 ≥ 2(ℓ+1)2 ln(2(1− 1

2
ε)ℓ

∏ℓ
i=1 mi/(ξ(ℓ+1)))

ϑ2 and that for

1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ holds mk ≥ 2(ℓ+1)2 ln(2(1− 1
2
ε)ℓ−k ∏ℓ

i=k+1 mi/(ξ(ℓ+1)))

(1− 1
2
ε)ϑ2 . And thus our setting ϑ := 1

8
· (ε/2)ℓ combined

with the lemma’s assumptions that m0 ≥ 128(ℓ + 1)2(2/ε)2ℓ ln( 1
ξ

∏ℓ
i=1 mi) and that for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ holds

mk ≥ 171(ℓ+ 1)2(2/ε)2ℓ ln( 1
ξ

∏ℓ
i=k+1 mi), imply these conditions.
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Construction of the modified ReLU network.

• For every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, we change to +1 the weights of all edges connecting the nodes from
Vk−1 to the nodes from Ik;

▶ the value of every node in Ik is at least ∥x∥1 ·
∏k−1

i=1 |Ii|;
⋄ This can be proven by induction. First notice that since every node in I1 is connected

by edges with weight +1 to every input node, the value of each node in I1 is exactly
∥x∥1, proving the base case of induction for k = 1. Next, suppose that for 2 ≤ k ≤ ℓ−1,
the claim holds for the nodes from Ik−1 (so that the value of every node in Ik−1 is at
least ∥x∥1 ·

∏k−2
i=1 |Ii|). Since any node ik from Ik is connected to the nodes from Vk−1 by

edges with weight 1, every node from Ik−1 contributes ∥x∥1 ·
∏k−2

i=1 |Ii| to the value of ik,
and all other nodes from Vk−1 \ Ik−1 have non-negative contributions to the value of ik,
giving the value of node ik from Ik to be at least |Ik| · ∥x∥1 ·

∏k−2
i=1 |Ii| = ∥x∥1 ·

∏k−1
i=1 |Ii|.

▶ this involves mk−1 · |Ik| ≤ 1
2εmk−1mk changes of weights of edges from Ek−1, 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.

• For the nodes in Iℓ, we change to −1 the weights of all edges connecting nodes from Iℓ to the
output node;

▶ the contribution to the output of every node in Iℓ is negative, at most −∥x∥1 ·
∏ℓ−1

i=1 |Ii|;
▶ this involves |Iℓ| ≤ 1

2εmℓ changes of weights of Eℓ edges.

The construction above ensures that the contribution of the nodes from Iℓ to the final output is
at most −∥x∥1 ·

∏ℓ
i=1 |Ii| = −(ε/2)ℓ · ∥x∥1 ·

∏ℓ
i=1mi. However, we also want to ensure that the

contributions of other nodes from the final hidden layer does not change much with respect to their
original contribution. For that, we “remove” the contributions of the selected nodes

⋃ℓ−1
i=1 Ii.

• For every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ − 1, we change to 0 the weights of all edges connecting the nodes from
Ik to the nodes from S∗k+1;

▶ this involves |Ik| · |S∗k+1| ≤
1
2εmkmk+1 changes of weights of Ek edges.

Properties of the modified ReLU network. Observe that in total, we modified (i) m0 · |I1| ≤
1
2εm0m1 weights of E0 edges, (ii) for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ − 1, mk · |Ik+1| + |Ik| · |S∗k+1| ≤ εmkmk+1

weights of Ek edges, and (iii) |Iℓ| = 1
2εmℓ weights of Eℓ edges. Therefore, since the original ReLU

network is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function, our network obtained after modifying
at most an ε-fraction of weights at each level cannot return 0 for all but a δ-fraction of the inputs.

Let us now look at the value returned by our modified network, focusing on the contributions
of all ℓ-th hidden layer nodes from Vℓ.

Nodes in Iℓ: By our arguments above, the contribution of the nodes from Iℓ is negative, and it is
at most −∥x∥1 ·

∏ℓ
i=1 |Ii| = −(ε/2)ℓ · ∥x∥1 ·

∏ℓ
i=1mi.

Nodes in S∗ℓ : Our construction ensures that the contribution of all nodes from S∗ℓ is exactly the
output value h∗ℓ+1(x) of a ReLU network (W0 · S∗

0 , . . . ,Wℓ · S∗
ℓ ) with the sampling matrices

S∗
0 , . . . , S

∗
ℓ corresponding to the nodes S∗0, S∗1, . . . ,S∗ℓ . Therefore, by (19), for all but a ξ-

fraction of the inputs it holds
∣∣h∗ℓ+1(x)− (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ · fℓ+1(x)

∣∣ ≤ ϑ · (1 − 1
2ε)

ℓ ·
∏ℓ

i=0mi, and

thus, h∗ℓ+1(x) ≤ (1− 1
2ε)

ℓ ·fℓ+1(x)+ϑ · (1− 1
2ε)

ℓ ·
∏ℓ

i=0mi for all but a ξ-fraction of the inputs.
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Let I be the set of inputs x ∈ {0, 1}m0 for which h∗ℓ+1(x) ≤ (1− 1
2ε)

ℓ·fℓ+1(x)+ϑ·(1− 1
2ε)

ℓ·
∏ℓ

i=0mi

and that ∥x∥1 ≥ 1
4m0. By our arguments above and by Definition A.3, |I| ≥ (1−ξ−e−m0/16) ·2m0 .

Our construction ensures that for every input x ∈ {0, 1}m0 , the modified network returns the
value of at most −(ε/2)ℓ · ∥x∥1 ·

∏ℓ
i=1mi + h∗ℓ+1(x), and therefore our definition of set I implies

that for every input x ∈ I, the modified network returns the value of at most

−1

4
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi + (1− 1
2ε)

ℓ · fℓ+1(x) + ϑ · (1− 1
2ε)

ℓ ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi =

(1− 1
2ε)

ℓ ·

(
fℓ+1(x) +

(
ϑ− 1

4
·
(

ε

2− ε

)ℓ

·

)
·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

)
. (20)

Since the original ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function,
our network obtained after modifying at most an ε-fraction of weights at each layer cannot return
0 for more than a δ-fraction of the inputs. Observe that since we have set δ ≥ ξ + e−m0/16, there
must be at least one input x0 ∈ I for which the modified network returns positive value. However,
since the value returned by x0 is upper bounded in (20), we obtain that

(1− 1
2ε)

ℓ ·

(
fℓ+1(x) +

(
ϑ− 1

4
·
(

ε

2− ε

)ℓ

·

)
·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

)
> 0 .

Observe that since ε
2−ε ≥ 1

2ε, we obtain the following final inequality:

fℓ+1(x0) >

(
1

4
· (ε/2)ℓ − ϑ

)
·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi ,

which completes the proof of Definition 12.9 after setting ϑ := 1
8 · (ε/2)ℓ.

Remark 12.11. The auxiliary parameter ξ has two uses in our analysis: on one hand, it puts
some constraints on m0, . . . ,mℓ and on the other hand, it allows us to parameterize δ. In our
use of Definition 12.9 in Definition 12.13 in the next Section 12.2.5, we will want to have δ as
small as possible, and with that, we will want to have ξ as small as possible, possibly close to
2−Θ(m0). In order to make our setting concrete, let us state an auxiliary claim which shows that
under some mild conditions about m0, . . . ,mℓ, we could get δ ∼ e−m0/16+ e−Θ(minmk·(ε/2)2ℓ/ℓ2) and
ξ ∼ e−Θ(minmk·(ε/2)2ℓ/ℓ2).

Claim 12.12. Let 0 < ε < 1
2 and ℓ ≥ 1. Let 0 < ξ < 1

ℓ+1 be allowed to depend on m0, . . . ,mℓ. If

(i)
∏ℓ

i=1mi ≤ 1
ξ and (ii) ξ ≥ e

− (ε/2)2ℓ

342(ℓ+1)2
·min0≤k≤ℓ{mk}, then

• m0 ≥ 128 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln
(
1
ξ

∏ℓ
i=1mi

)
, and

• mk ≥ 171 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln
(
1
ξ

∏ℓ
i=k+1mi

)
for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.

In particular, if n = m0 = · · · = mℓ, then for a sufficiently large n (since we require that nℓ ≤
e(ε/2)

ℓn/(342(ℓ+1)2)), the conditions on m0, . . . ,mℓ are satisfied as long as ξ ≥ e−(ε/2)ℓn/(342(ℓ+1)2).
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Proof. Let us focus first on m0. Since
∏ℓ

i=1mi ≤ 1
ξ (by assumption (ii)), we obtain the following

128 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln

(
1

ξ

ℓ∏
i=1

mi

)
≤ 128 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln

(
1

ξ2

)
= 256 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln

(
1

ξ

)
≤ m0 ,

where the last inequality follows from (assumption (i)).
Similarly, for mk with 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, by assumption (ii) we have

171 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln

(
1

ξ

ℓ∏
i=k+1

mi

)
≤ 171 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln

(
1

ξ2

)
= 342 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln

(
1

ξ

)
≤ mk ,

where the last inequality follows from (assumption (i)).
Finally, if all mk are the same, n = m0 = · · · = mℓ, then assumptions (ii) and (i) simplify to

nℓ ≤ 1
ξ and ξ ≥ e−(ε/2)2ℓ/(342(ℓ+1)2), yielding the promised claim.

12.2.5 If (ε, δ)-far then we reject (extending Definition 5.3 to multiple layers)

We can now incorporate Definitions 12.5 and 12.9 to finalize the analysis of our testers for ReLU
networks that are (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function.

Lemma 12.13. Let (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) be a ReLU network with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers
with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and a single output node. Let 1

min0≤k≤ℓ{mk} < ε < 1
2 and

0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 . Let 0 < ξ < 1

ℓ+1 be an arbitrary parameter and let δ ≥ ξ + e−m0/16. Suppose that
m0, . . . ,mℓ and s0, . . . , sℓ satisfy the following:

• m0 ≥ 128 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln(1ξ
∏ℓ

i=1mi),

• mk ≥ 171 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln(1ξ
∏ℓ

i=k+1mi) for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, and

• sk ≥ 512 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln
(

2
∏ℓ

i=k+1 si
λ(ℓ+1)

)
for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.

If ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function then with prob-
ability at least 1− λ (over the random choice of S0, . . . , Sℓ) there is an x ∈ {0, 1}m0 for which

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)−

1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi > 0 ,

and so algorithm AllZeroTester2HL (page 55) rejects with probability at least 1− λ.
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Proof. Let fi(x), f(x), hi(x), and h(x) be defined as in Definition 12.9. By Definition 12.9, since
(W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the constant 0-function, there exists an x0 ∈ {0, 1}n such
that on input x0, the value in the output node of the network is at least 1

8 · (ε/2)ℓ ·
∏ℓ

i=0mi, that

is, that fℓ+1(x0) ≥ 1
8 · (ε/2)ℓ ·

∏ℓ
i=0mi. Next, by Definition 12.5, with probability at least 1 − λ

(over the random choice of S0, . . . , Sℓ in the algorithm) we have for ϑ := 1
16 · (ε/2)ℓ:

Pr

[∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x0)− fℓ+1(x0)

∣∣∣∣∣ > 1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

]
≥ 1− λ .

(Here the use of Definition 12.5 requires sk ≥ 512(ℓ+1)2(2/ε)2ℓ ln

(
2
∏ℓ

i=k+1 si
λ(ℓ+1)

)
for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.)

This implies that with probability at least 1− λ we obtain

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x0) >

1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi ,

and so AllZeroTester2HL rejects with probability at least 1− λ.

12.2.6 If network computes 0 then accept (extending Definition 5.4 to multiple layers)

Our final lemma here summarizes the second part of the analysis of AllZeroTester2HL for
ReLU networks and considers the networks that correctly compute the constant 0-function.

Lemma 12.14. Let 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 , δ ≥ e−m0/16, and 1

min0≤k≤ℓ{mk} < ε < 1
2 . Let (W0, . . . ,Wℓ)

be a ReLU network with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes

each, and a single output node. Suppose that sk ≥ 512 · ℓ2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln
(

2s0+1·ℓ·
∏ℓ

i=k+1 si
λ

)
for any

1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. If (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) computes the constant 0-function, then it holds with probability at least
1− λ (over the random choice of the sampling matrices S0, . . . , Sℓ) that for all x ∈ {0, 1}m0

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)−

1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi ≤ 0 ,

and so algorithm AllZeroTester2HL (page 55) accepts with probability at least 1− λ.

Proof. Before we proceed with the proof, let us first notice the main difference between Defini-
tion 12.13 and Definition 12.14: the key point of Definition 12.14 (and the challenge in proving
it) is that we have to prove that for every input x ∈ {0, 1}m0 we have

∏ℓ
i=0

mi
si

· hℓ+1(x) − 1
16 ·

(ε/2)ℓ ·
∏ℓ

i=0mi ≤ 0, whereas in Definition 12.13, we only have to find a single input x for which
the inequality above fails.

Let (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) be a ReLU network that computes the constant 0-function. Let S0 be the s0
nodes sampled by our algorithm from the input layer and let XS0 = {x = (x1, . . . , xn)

T ∈ {0, 1}m0 :
xi = 0, ∀i /∈ S0} be the set of different inputs to the sampled network. In what follows, we will
condition on the choice of S0 being fixed (and the randomness comes from sampling S1, . . . ,Sℓ).

Observe that

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)−

1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi ≤ 0
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holds for all x ∈ {0, 1}m0 if and only if this inequality holds for all x ∈ XS0 . Therefore, in what
follows, we will show that the output value on a fixed input x ∈ XS0 will be approximated with
high probability and then we will apply a union bound over all x ∈ XS0 to conclude the analysis.

14Observe that for any x ∈ XS0 , since x has only 0s outside set S0, ReLU networks (W0,W1 ·
S1, . . . ,Wℓ ·Sℓ) and (W0 ·S0,W1 ·S1, . . . ,Wℓ ·Sℓ) are outputting the same value on any x ∈ XS0 , and
hence hℓ+1(x) = ϕℓ+1

1 (f1(x)). For random sampling sets S1, . . . ,Sℓ (independently of the sampling
set S0) we studied the relation between ϕℓ+1

1 (f1(x)) and fℓ+1(x) = ϕℓ+1
ℓ+1(fℓ+1(x)) already in the proof

of Definition 12.5, indirectly in (18). Let us consider (18) with κk := (ε/2)ℓ

16ℓ and λk := λ
ℓ·2s0 ·

∏ℓ
i=k+1 si

.

Then for any 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, if sk ≥ 512ℓ2(2/ε)2ℓ ln(2s0+1ℓ(
∏ℓ

i=k+1 si)/λ) then (18) yields the following

Pr

[∣∣∣∣mk

sk
· ϕℓ+1

k (fk(x))− ϕℓ+1
k+1(fk+1(x))

∣∣∣∣ > (ε/2)ℓ

16ℓ
·

k∏
i=0

mi ·
ℓ∏

i=k+1

si

∣∣∣ S0] ≤ λ

2s0 · ℓ
.

If we combine this inequality with the telescoping sum (17), then for any x ∈ XS0 :

Pr

[∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ > 1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

∣∣∣ S0] =

Pr

[∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=1

mi

si
· ϕℓ+1

1 (f1(x))− ϕℓ+1
ℓ+1(fℓ+1(x))

∣∣∣∣∣ > 1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

]
≤

ℓ∑
k=1

Pr

[∣∣∣∣mk

sk
· ϕℓ+1

k (fk(x))− ϕℓ+1
k+1(fk+1(x))

∣∣∣∣ > (ε/2)ℓ

16ℓ
·

k∏
i=0

mi ·
ℓ∏

i=k+1

si

]
≤

ℓ∑
k=1

λ

2s0 · ℓ
=

λ

2s0
.

(Observe that since f1(x) does not depend on S0, there is no conditioning in the second term, and
since we consider functions fk(x) with k ≥ 1, the summation in the third term starts only from 1.)

Therefore, by the union bound over the |XS0 | = 2s0 vectors inXS0 , this implies that the following
inequality holds for all x ∈ {0, 1}m0 :

Pr

[∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ > 1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

∣∣∣ S0] ≤ 2s0 · λ

2s0
= λ .

Now the lemma follows from the fact that for every x ∈ {0, 1}m0 we have fℓ+1(x) ≤ 0, and hence,

Pr

[
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x) >

1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

]
≤

∑
S0

(
Pr[S0] · Pr

[
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x) >

1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

∣∣∣ S0]) ≤ λ .

14Notice that if we could use the randomness of S0, then by Definition 12.5, for any x ∈ XS0 we would have

Pr

[∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

si
· hℓ+1(x)− fℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ > 1

16
· (ε/2)ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

]
≤ λ .

However, since we are conditioning on fixed S0, we have to use a bit more elaborate arguments.
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12.2.7 Combining Definitions 12.13 and 12.14 to complete the proof of Theorem 13

Let us first observe that (assuming ℓ is constant) the query complexity of Algorithm AllZe-
roTesterMHL (page 55) is sℓ +

∑ℓ−1
k=0 sk · sk+1 = Θ(

∑ℓ−1
k=0 sk · sk+1) = Θ(ε−8ℓ · ln4(1/λε)), since

we have to consider only the original ReLU network induced by the nodes from S0, . . . ,Sℓ and the
single output node, and such network has exactly sℓ +

∑ℓ−1
k=0 sk · sk+1 edges.15

Next, observe that for any constant ℓ ≥ 1, there exist positive constants c0, . . . , cℓ such that if

• we set s0 := c0 · ε−2ℓ · ln(1/λε) and

• for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ we set sk := ck · ε−4ℓ · ln2(1/λε),

then s0, . . . , sℓ satisfy the assumptions of Definitions 12.13 and 12.14, that is,

• sk ≥ 512 · (ℓ+ 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln
(

2
∏ℓ

i=k+1 si
λ(ℓ+1)

)
for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, and

• sk ≥ 512 · ℓ2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln
(

2s0+1·ℓ·
∏ℓ

i=k+1 si
λ

)
for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.

Therefore, with our conditions on m0, . . . ,mℓ and our choice of s0, . . . , sℓ, Theorem 13 follows
immediately from Definitions 12.13 and 12.14 and from our arguments above that Algorithm Al-
lZeroTesterMHL (page 55) samples only sℓ+

∑ℓ−1
k=0 sk = Θ(ε−8ℓ · ln4(1/λε)) entries of the input

matrices W0, . . . ,Wℓ.

12.3 Testing the OR-function of a ReLU network with multiple layers

It is straightforward to slightly modify AlgorithmAllZeroTesterMHL and Theorem 13 to obtain
a tester for the OR-function of a ReLU network with multiple layers.

Let us begin with the modification of Algorithm AllZeroTesterMHL to a tester for the
OR-function. We follow the same approach as for single hidden layer ReLU networks, where
we extended Algorithm 1 AllZeroTester for testing the constant 0-function to Algorithm 2
ORTester testing the OR-function. We randomly sample some subset of input nodes and of
nodes at every hidden layer, and compute the function returned by the ReLU network induced
by the sampled nodes adjusted by some small bias. For the resulting network with bias we check
whether it computes the OR-function. If this is the case, we accept. Otherwise, we reject.

The analysis essentially identical to that in the proof of Theorem 13 gives the following theorem.

Theorem 14. Let 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 and 1

min0≤k≤ℓ{mk} < ε < 1
2 . Let N be a ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ)

with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and a single
output node. Further, suppose that for an arbitrary parameter 0 < ξ < 1

ℓ+1 , it holds that m0 ≥
128 · (ℓ+1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln(1ξ

∏ℓ
i=1mi) and that mk ≥ 171 · (ℓ+1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln(1ξ

∏ℓ
i=k+1mi) for every

15Another way of arguing about this, is to observe that hℓ+1(x) can be also computed as hℓ+1(x) = gℓ+1(x), where
after defining Sℓ+1 to be the identity 1× 1 matrix 1, gk(x) is defined recursively as follows:

gk(x) :=

{
Sk ·Wk−1 · Sk−1 · ReLU(gk−1(x)) if 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ+ 1,

S0 · x if k = 0 .

(This follows since the ReLU function is positive homogeneous and S0, . . . , Sℓ have only non-negative entries, and
thus Sk−1 ·ReLU(y) = Sk−1 ·ReLU(Sk−1 ·y).) Since Sk is a diagonal matrix with sk non-zero entries, Sk ·Wk−1 ·Sk−1

can be computed by taking the sk rows (with indices from Sk) and sk−1 columns (with indices from Sk−1) of matrix
Wk−1. Therefore, in order to compute gℓ+1(x), and hence hℓ+1(x), we take only sk · sk−1 entries of any matrix Wk−1,
implying our claim.
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Algorithm 8: ORTesterMHL(ε, λ,m0,m1, . . . ,mℓ)

Input: ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with
m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and a single output node; parameters ε and λ

1 set s0 := c0 · ε−2ℓ · ln(1/λε) for an appropriate positive constant c0
2 for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, set sk := ck · ε−4ℓ · ln(1/λε) for an appropriate positive constant ck
3 for i = 0 to ℓ do
4 sample si nodes Si from Vi uniformly at random without replacement

5 let Si ∈ Nmi×mi
0 be the corresponding sampling matrix

6 end
7 let h : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1} be defined recursively as h(x) := sgn(ReLU(hℓ+1(x))), where

hi(x) :=

{
Wi−1 · Si−1 · ReLU(hi−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0.

8 if there is x ∈ {0, 1}n with
∏ℓ

i=0
mi
si

· hℓ+1(x) +
1
4 · (ε/2)ℓ ·

∏ℓ
i=0mi < 0 then

9 reject
10 else
11 accept
12 end

1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. Let δ ≥ ξ + e−m0/16. Assuming that ℓ is constant, tester ORTesterMHL queries
Θ(ε−8ℓ · ln4(1/λε)) entries from W0, . . . ,Wℓ, and

(i) rejects with probability at least 1− λ, if N is (ε, δ)-far from computing the OR-function, and

(ii) accepts with probability at least 1− λ, if N computes the OR-function.

Proof. The arguments mimic the proof of Theorem 13. The only difference is in the use of Defi-
nition 12.9, where essentially identical arguments as in the proof of Definition 12.9 can be applied
to show that if (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-far from computing the OR-function then there exists an
input x0 ∈ {0, 1}m0 such that fℓ+1(x) < −1

8 · (ε/2)ℓ ·
∏ℓ

i=0mi. Once we have such claim, then the
arguments used in the proofs of Definition 12.13 and Definition 12.14 directly yield Theorem 14.

Similarly as for Theorem 13, in the special case when m0 = · · · = mℓ, we can simplify the
bounds and obtain the following extension of Theorem 7 to the OR function.

Theorem 15. Let 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 ,

1
n < ε < 1

2 , and δ ≥ e−n/16+e−(ε/2)ℓn/(342(ℓ+1)2). Let N be a ReLU
network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) with n input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with n hidden layer nodes each, and
a single output node. Suppose that n ≥ 171 · (ℓ + 1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · (ln(2/δ) + ℓ lnn). Assuming that ℓ
is constant, tester ORTesterMHL queries Θ(ε−8ℓ · ln4(1/λε)) entries from W0, . . . ,Wℓ, and

(i) rejects with probability at least 1− λ, if N is (ε, δ)-far from computing the OR-function, and

(ii) accepts with probability at least 1− λ, if N computes the OR-function.

13 Testing ReLU networks with multiple layers and outputs

Let us finally demonstrate how Theorems 13 and 14 from Section 12 can be combined with the
approach from Section 11.2 to obtain a tester of near constant functions in ReLU networks with

70



multiple layers and multiple outputs. In this section, we will prove the following theorem that
generalizes Theorem 6 (Section 11.3) to an arbitrary number of hidden layers.

Theorem 8. (Testing a near constant function in feedforward networks with ReLU
activation function, multiple hidden layers, and multiple outputs) Let N be a ReLU
network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer

nodes each, and mℓ+1 ≥ 2 output nodes. Let 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 , 2 ℓ

√
17(ℓ+1)

max0≤k≤ℓ{mk} < ε < 1
2 , and

δ ≥ 2mℓ+1(ξ + e−m0/16). Let b ∈ {0, 1}mℓ+1 and c = c(ℓ) be a sufficiently large positive constant.
Suppose that for an arbitrary parameter 0 < ξ < 1

ℓ+1 it holds that mk ≥ c · (2/ε)2ℓ2 · ln(1ξ
∏ℓ

i=1mi)

for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. If ℓ is constant then there is a tester that queries Θ(ε−(8ℓ2+1) · ln4(1/λε))
entries from W0, . . . ,Wℓ, and

• accepts with probability at least 1− λ, if N computes near constant function b, and

• rejects with probability at least 1−λ, if N is (ε, δ)-far from computing near constant function b.

Remark 13.1. The auxiliary parameter ξ in our analysis, on one hand, puts some constraints on
m0, . . . ,mℓ and on the other hand, allows us to minimize δ. In general, one would hope for ξ to be
close to 2−Θ(m0), and in particular, the arguments used in Definition 12.12 allow us to obtain ξ as

low as e−Θ((ε/2)2ℓ
2 ·min0≤k≤ℓ{mk}/ℓ2); for example, if m0 = · · · = mℓ, then we have e−Θ(m0·(ε/2)2ℓ

2
/ℓ2).

As in Section 11.2 (for ReLU networks with a single hidden layer and multiple outputs) the
proof of Theorem 8 relies on a reduction (in Theorem 16, Section 13.2) of the problem to testing
a near constant function to testing the constant 0-function (Theorem 13) and the OR-function
(Theorem 14).

Before we will present our framework in Section 13.2, let us first introduce some auxiliary tools
for the study of ReLU networks with multiple layers and multiple outputs.

13.1 Auxiliary tools in ReLU networks with multiple layers and multiple outputs

Let us start with a useful claim that extends our arguments used in the proof of Theorem 5 and
shows a simple bound for the output value16 of any ReLU network (with a single output node) that
is (ε, δ)-close to computing a constant function.

Claim 13.2. Let (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) be a ReLU network with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with
m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and a single output node. Then,

• if (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-close to computing the constant 0-function, then for at least a (1−δ)-
fraction of the inputs the output value is at most 2 · (ℓ+ 1) · ε ·

∏ℓ
i=0mi, and

• if (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-close to computing the OR-function, then for at least a (1−δ)-fraction
of the inputs the output value is at least −2 · (ℓ+ 1) · ε ·

∏ℓ
i=0mi.

Proof. Observe that a change of a weight of an edge in E0 changes the value of the output node by
at most 2; similarly, one edge weight change in E1 may change it by at most 2m0, and in general, one
edge weight change in Ek may change the value of the output node by at most 2

∏k−1
i=0 mi. Therefore,

if (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-close to computing constant 0-function, then for at least a (1− δ)-fraction
of the inputs the output value is at most

ℓ−1∑
k=0

(
(εmkmk+1) · 2

k−1∏
i=0

mi

)
+ (εmℓ) · 2

ℓ−1∏
i=0

mi

16The output value of ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is equal to fℓ+1(x), using the terminology from Definition 12.1.
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as otherwise, the output node could not be (ε, δ)-close to computing the constant 0-function. Now,
the first part of the claim follows since the value above is upper bounded by 2 · (ℓ+1) · ε ·

∏ℓ
i=0mi.

Identical arguments imply that if (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) is (ε, δ)-close to computing the OR-function,
then for at least a (1− δ)-fraction of the inputs the output value is at least

−
ℓ−1∑
k=0

(
(εmkmk+1) · 2

k−1∏
i=0

mi

)
+ (εmℓ) · 2

ℓ−1∏
i=0

mi ,

for otherwise the output node could not be (ε, δ)-close to computing the OR-function.

(Let us also observe that if mi ≥ 2 for every 0 ≤ i ≤ ℓ − 1, then in fact the sum used can be
upper bounded by 6 · ε ·

∏ℓ
i=0mi, independently of ℓ.)

Our next lemma is a straightforward generalization of Definition 12.8 to multiple outputs.

Lemma 13.3. Let (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) be a ReLU network with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with
m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and mℓ+1 output nodes. Let f : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1}mℓ+1 be the
function computed by ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ), which is f(x) := sgn(ReLU(fℓ+1(x))), where

fi(x) :=

{
Wi−1 · ReLU(fi−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0.

For any sampling matrices S0, . . . , Sℓ corresponding to samples S0, . . . ,Sℓ of size s0, . . . , sℓ, respec-
tively, let h : {0, 1}m0 → {0, 1}mℓ+1 be the function computed by ReLU network (W0 ·S0, . . . ,Wℓ ·Sℓ),
that is, h is defined recursively as h(x) := sgn(ReLU(hℓ+1(x))), where

hi(x) :=

{
Wi−1 · Si−1 · ReLU(hi−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0.

Let 0 < ϑ ≤ 1 and 0 < λ < 1
ℓ+1 . Assume that sk ≥ 2(ℓ+1)2 ln(2

∏ℓ
i=k+1 si/(λ(ℓ+1)))

ϑ2 for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.
Then there is at least one choice of sampling matrices S0, . . . , Sℓ such that for at most a (λ ·mℓ+1)-
fraction of the inputs x ∈ {0, 1}m0, for some 1 ≤ j ≤ mℓ+1 holds the following:∣∣∣∣∣

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· h(j)ℓ+1(x)− f

(j)
ℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ > ϑ ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi ,

where h
(j)
ℓ+1(x) and f

(j)
ℓ+1(x) denote the j-th rows of hℓ+1(x) and fℓ+1(x), respectively.

Proof. This is a straightforward generalization of the arguments used in the proof of Definition 12.8.
Let I := {0, 1}m0 be the set of all input instances. Let S be the set of all possible selections of

the nodes in sets S0, . . . ,Sℓ. Let us call tuple ⟨S0, . . . ,Sℓ⟩ ∈ S to be bad for input x0 ∈ I if after
fixing sets S0, . . . ,Sℓ to define function h(x0), for some 1 ≤ j ≤ mℓ+1 we have∣∣∣∣∣

ℓ∏
i=0

mi

si
· h(j)ℓ+1(x0)− f

(j)
ℓ+1(x0)

∣∣∣∣∣ > ϑ ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi .

For any x ∈ I and s ∈ S, we call pair ⟨x, s⟩ bad if s is bad for input x. Let us call a tuple s ∈ S
α-obstructive if for more than a α-fraction of inputs x ∈ I, pairs ⟨x, s⟩ are bad.
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By Definition 12.5 (and under the assumptions of Definition 12.5) for every x ∈ I and every
fixed output (corresponding to row 1 ≤ j ≤ mℓ+1 in hℓ+1(x) and fℓ+1(x)), at most a λ fraction of
the tuples in S are bad, and hence, when we extend this over all mℓ+1 outputs, we obtain that at
most λ ·mℓ+1 · |S| tuples are bad. Therefore at most λ ·mℓ+1 · |I| · |S| pairs ⟨x, s⟩ with x ∈ I and
s ∈ S are bad.

Next, observe that if there are t tuples in S that are (λ ·mℓ+1)-obstructive, then there are more
than t ·λ ·mℓ+1 · |I| pairs ⟨x, s⟩ with x ∈ I and s ∈ S that are bad. However, since there are at most
λ ·mℓ+1 · |I| · |S| pairs ⟨x, s⟩ with x ∈ I and s ∈ S that are bad, we must have t < |S|. This means
that there are less than |S| tuples s ∈ S that are (λ ·mℓ+1)-obstructive, or equivalently, there is at
least one tuple s ∈ S that is not (λ ·mℓ+1)-obstructive. This completes the proof.

13.2 Reducing multiple outputs networks to single output networks

In this section, we show that testing if a multiple-layer ReLU network with multiple outputs
computes a near constant function b can be reduced to testing if some multiple-layer ReLU network
with a single output compute constant 0- or 1-functions. We begin with an auxiliary definition.

Definition 13.4. Let N be an arbitrary ReLU network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ) with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1
hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ hidden layer nodes each, and mℓ+1 output nodes. For any output
node j, we define ReLU network Nj restricted to the output node j to be the sub-network of
N restricted to the output node i containing all input and all hidden layers. That is, Nj is ReLU

network (W0, . . . ,Wℓ−1,W
(j)
ℓ ), where W

(j)
ℓ is the mℓ-vector corresponding to the j-th column in Wℓ.

The following theorem extends Theorem 5 and shows that if a ReLU network with mℓ+1 output
bits is (ε, δ)-far from computing near constant function b, then for at least an 1

2ε fraction of the
output bits j, the ReLU network restricted to the output node j is uniformly (ε′, δ′)-far from
computing an appropriate constant function, where ε′ ∼ (ε/2)ℓ/ℓ, δ′ ∼ δ/mℓ+1 − ξ, and ξ is a
parameter bounding some inter-dependencies between m0, . . . ,mℓ (and one would hope for ξ to be
close to 2Θ(m0)).

Theorem 16. Let N be a ReLU network with m0 input nodes, ℓ ≥ 1 hidden layers with m1, . . . ,mℓ

hidden layer nodes each, and mℓ+1 ≥ 2 output nodes. Let b = (b1, . . . , bmℓ+1
) ∈ {0, 1}mℓ+1 and

1
min0≤k≤ℓ{mk} < ε < 1

2 . Further, suppose that for an arbitrary parameter 0 < ξ < 1
ℓ+1 , it holds that

mk ≥ 145 · (ℓ+1)2 · (2/ε)2ℓ · ln(1ξ
∏ℓ

i=k+1mi) for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. If δ ≥ ξmℓ+1+ e−m0/16 and N is

(ε, δ)-far from computing near constant function b then there are more than 1
2εmℓ+1 output nodes

such that for any such output node j, the ReLU network Nj restricted to the output node j is (ε′, δ′)-

far from computing constant function bi, where ε
′ := 1

17·(ℓ+1) ·
(

ε
2−ε

)ℓ
and δ′ :=

δ−e−m0/16−ξ·mℓ+1

mℓ+1
.

Proof. Fix b ∈ {0, 1}mℓ+1 and recall that ε′ := 1
17·(ℓ+1) ·

(
ε

2−ε

)ℓ
and δ′ :=

δ−e−m0/16−ξ·mℓ+1

mℓ+1
; hence

δ = (ξ + δ′) ·mℓ+1 + e−m0/16. Let us set ϑ := 2 · (ℓ+ 1) · ε′ = 2
17 ·

(
ε

2−ε

)ℓ
, and observe that then,

(
2 · (ℓ+ 1) · ε′ + ϑ

)
· (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ − 1

4 · (ε/2)ℓ = − 1

58
·
(

ε

2− ε

)ℓ

· (1− 1
2ε)

ℓ < 0 . (21)

Let B0 be the set of output nodes j with bj = 0 and B1 be the set of remaining output nodes,
that is, the output nodes j with bj = 1. Let F be the set of output nodes j such that the restricted
network Nj is (ε

′, δ′)-far from computing constant function bj . Let F0 := F∩B0 = {j ∈ F : bj = 0}
and let F1 := F ∩ B1 = {j ∈ F : bj = 1} = F \ F0.

73



The proof is by contradiction. Assume that there are at most 1
2εr output nodes i such that the

restricted network Ni is (ε′, δ′)-far from computing constant function bi, that is, that |F| ≤ 1
2εr.

We will show that then we can modify weights of at most an ε-fraction of edges in every level to
obtain a ReLU network that computes b for at least a (1 − δ)-fraction of the inputs. This would
contradict the assumption that N is (ε, δ)-far from computing constant function b, and thus, would
complete the proof by contradiction.

Framework. Let us first define an auxiliary construction that we will use. We will rely on the
approach presented earlier in the proof of Definition 12.9 combined with Definition 13.3. In order
to modify weights of some edges of the original ReLU network to obtain a ReLU network that
computes b for at least a (1− δ)-fraction of the inputs, we will split the ReLU network N into two
independent parts, one in which the nodes in the final hidden layer have a large value, and one in
which the nodes in the final hidden layer have almost the same value as in the original network.

Consider applying Definition 13.3 with s∗0 := m0 and s∗k := (1 − 1
2ε)mk for 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. The

assumptions about the values ofm0, . . . ,mℓ in Theorem 16 ensure that with setting ϑ := 2
17 ·
(

ε
2−ε

)ℓ
,

we have s∗k ≥ 2(ℓ+1)2 ln(2
∏ℓ

i=k+1 s
∗
i /(ξ(ℓ+1)))

ϑ2 for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. Therefore, by Definition 13.3, there
is a sequence of sets S∗0, . . . ,S∗ℓ such that

• sk = |S∗k| for every 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, and

• if we take sampling matrices S∗
0 , . . . , S

∗
ℓ corresponding to the nodes from S∗0, S∗1, . . . ,S∗ℓ , then

for the function from {0, 1}m0 to Rmi :

h∗i (x) :=

{
Wi−1 · S∗

i−1 · ReLU(h∗i−1(x)) if 1 ≤ i ≤ ℓ+ 1,

x if i = 0,

for any 0 < ϑ ≤ 1, 0 < δ < 1
ℓ+1 , for at most a (ξ ·mℓ+1)-fraction of the inputs x ∈ {0, 1}m0 ,

for some 1 ≤ j ≤ mℓ+1, we have,∣∣∣∣∣
ℓ∏

i=0

mi

s∗i
· h∗(j)ℓ+1(x)− f(j)ℓ+1(x)

∣∣∣∣∣ > ϑ ·
ℓ∏

i=0

mi ,

where h
∗(j)
ℓ+1(x) and f

(j)
ℓ+1(x) denote the j-th rows of h∗ℓ+1(x) and fℓ+1(x), respectively.

Since s∗0 := m0 and s∗k := (1 − 1
2ε)mk for 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, we can simplify this bound to obtain

that for all but a (ξ ·mℓ+1)-fraction of the inputs x ∈ {0, 1}m0 , for all 1 ≤ j ≤ mℓ+1,∣∣∣h∗(j)ℓ+1(x)− (1− 1
2ε)

ℓ · f (j)ℓ+1(x)
∣∣∣ ≤ ϑ · (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi . (22)

The following simple claim follows directly from (22) and Definition A.3.

Claim 13.5. Let I1 be the set of all inputs x ∈ {0, 1}m0 such that ∥x∥1 ≥ 1
4m0 and

• h
∗(j)
ℓ+1(x) ≤ (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ · f (j)ℓ+1(x) + ϑ · (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ ·
∏ℓ

i=0mi for every j ∈ B0, and

• h
∗(j)
ℓ+1(x) ≥ (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ · f (j)ℓ+1(x)− ϑ · (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ ·
∏ℓ

i=0mi for every j ∈ B1.

Then |I1| ≥ (1− ξ ·mℓ+1 − e−m0/16) · 2m0.
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Let us also state a similar claim that follows directly from Definition 13.2.

Claim 13.6. Let I2 be the set of all inputs x ∈ {0, 1}m0 for which for all output nodes 1 ≤ j ≤ mℓ+1,

• if Nj is (ε′, δ′)-close to computing the 0-function, then f
(j)
ℓ+1(x) ≤ 2 · (ℓ+1) · ε′ ·

∏ℓ
i=0mi, and

• if Nj is (ε′, δ′)-close to computing the 1-function, then f
(j)
ℓ+1(x) ≥ −2 · (ℓ+ 1) · ε′ ·

∏ℓ
i=0mi.

Then |I2| ≥ (1−mℓ+1 · δ′) · 2m0.

We can combine Claims 13.5 and 13.6, to immediately obtain the following.

Claim 13.7. Let I := I1 ∩ I2. Then

• |I| ≥ (1− (ξ + δ′) ·mℓ+1 − e−m0/16) · 2m0

• ∥x∥1 ≥ 1
4m0 for every x ∈ I, and

• for all output nodes 1 ≤ j ≤ mℓ+1,

▶ if Nj is (ε′, δ′)-close to computing the constant 0-function, then

h
∗(j)
ℓ+1(x) ≤

(
2 · (ℓ+ 1) · ε′ + ϑ

)
· (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi ,

▶ if Nj is (ε′, δ′)-close to computing the constant 1-function, then

h
∗(j)
ℓ+1(x) ≥ −

(
2 · (ℓ+ 1) · ε′ + ϑ

)
· (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ ·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi .

Construction of the modified ReLU network. Let Ik := Vk \ S∗k for every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ. Now,
we will modify weights of some edges in the ReLU network.

• For every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ, we change to +1 the weights of all edges connecting the nodes from
Vk−1 to the nodes from Ik;

▶ the value of every node in Ik is at least ∥x∥1 ·
∏k−1

i=1 |Ii|;
▶ this involves mk−1 · |Ik| ≤ 1

2εmk−1mk changes of edge weights from Ek−1, 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.

• For every 1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ − 1, we change to 0 the weights of all edges connecting the nodes from
Ik to the nodes from S∗k+1;

▶ this involves |Ik| · |S∗k+1| ≤
1
2εmkmk+1 changes of weights of Ek edges.

• If there are at most 1
2εmℓ+1 output nodes i such that the restricted network Ni is (ε

′, δ′)-far
from computing near constant function b (i.e., when |F| ≤ 1

2εmℓ+1), then for each i ∈ F, we
set to bi weights of all edges from Eℓ that are incident to the output node i;

▶ each output node in F0 computes the constant 0-function (since all edges incident to the
output node i have weight 0);

▶ each output node in F1 computes the OR-function (since all edges incident to the output
node i have weight 1 and the nodes from Iℓ have value at least ∥x∥1 ·

∏ℓ−1
i=1 |Ii|);
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▶ this involves |F|mℓ ≤ 1
2εmℓmℓ+1 changes of weights of edges from Eℓ.

• For the nodes in Iℓ, we change to −1 the weights of all edges connecting nodes from Iℓ to the
output nodes in B0 \ F, and change to 1 the weights of all edges connecting nodes from Iℓ to
the output nodes in B1 \ F;

▶ the contribution of every node in Iℓ to any output node in B0 \ F is negative, and is at
most −∥x∥1 ·

∏ℓ−1
i=1 |Ii|;

▶ the contribution of every node in Iℓ to any output node in B1 \F is positive, and is at least
∥x∥1 ·

∏ℓ−1
i=1 |Ii|;

▶ this involves |Iℓ| · (|Vℓ+1 \ F|) ≤ 1
2εmℓmℓ+1 changes of weights of Eℓ edges.

Observe that in total, we modified (i) m0 · |I1| ≤ 1
2εm0m1 weights of E0 edges, (ii) for every

1 ≤ k ≤ ℓ−1, mk · |Ik+1|+ |Ik| · |S∗k+1| ≤ εmkmk+1 weights of Ek edges, and (iii) |F| ·mℓ+ |Iℓ| ·(|Vℓ+1\
F|) = 1

2εmℓmℓ+1 weights of Eℓ edges. Therefore, since the original ReLU network is (ε, δ)-far from
computing near constant function b, our network obtained after modifying at most an ε-fraction
of weights at each level cannot return b for all but a δ-fraction of the inputs.

Let us look at the output values returned by our modified network on an arbitrary input x ∈ I
(as defined in Definition 13.7); we will show that for inputs from I, it computes near constant
function b.

• each output node in F0 computes the constant 0-function;

▶ follows directly from our construction and arguments above;

• each output node in F1 computes the constant 1-function;

▶ each output node in F1 computes the OR-function but since for any input x ∈ I we have
∥x∥1 ≥ 1

4m0, the computed function is the constant 1-function for any x ∈ I;

• for any other output node j ∈ B0 \ F0, the modified network returns the value which is at

most −(ε/2)ℓ · ∥x∥1 ·
∏ℓ

i=1mi + h
∗(j)
ℓ+1(x);

▶ by Definition 13.7, for any output node j ∈ B0 \ F0, for every input x ∈ I, the modified
network returns the value at most((

2 · (ℓ+ 1) · ε′ + ϑ
)
· (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ − 1

4
· (ε/2)ℓ

)
·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi ,

which is negative by (21), and hence Nj returns 0.

• for any other output node j ∈ B1 \ F1, the modified network returns the value which is at

least (ε/2)ℓ · ∥x∥1 ·
∏ℓ

i=1mi + h
∗(j)
ℓ+1(x);

▶ by Definition 13.7, for any output node j ∈ B1 \ F1, for every input x ∈ I, the modified
network returns the value at least(

1

4
· (ε/2)ℓ −

(
2 · (ℓ+ 1) · ε′ + ϑ

)
· (1− 1

2ε)
ℓ

)
·

ℓ∏
i=0

mi ,

which is positive by (21), and hence Nj returns 1.
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Let us summarize the discussion above. We took a ReLU network N that is (ε, δ)-far from
computing near constant function b and then assumed, for the purpose of contradiction, that there
are at most 1

2εr output nodes j such that the restricted network Nj is (ε′, δ′)-far from computing
constant function bj , that is, that |F| ≤ 1

2εr. Then, we have modified the original ReLU network
N in at most an ε-fraction of weights at each level and obtained a network that for all inputs x ∈ I
computes near constant function b: (i) every output node in F0 always computes the constant
0-function, (ii) every output node in F1 always computes the constant 1-function, (iii) every output
node in B0 \F0 computes the constant 0-function for all inputs x ∈ I, and (iv) every output node in

B1\F1 computes the constant 1-function for all inputs x ∈ I. However, since δ′ :=
δ−e−m0/16−ξ·mℓ+1

mℓ+1
,

by Definition 13.7 we have |I| ≥ (1 − (ξ + δ′) · mℓ+1 − e−m0/16) · 2m0 = (1 − δ) · 2m0 , this is a
contradiction to the assumption that the original ReLU network is (ε, δ)-far from computing near
constant function b. This implies that there are more than 1

2εr output nodes i such that the
restricted network Ni is (ε′, δ′)-far from computing constant function bi, completing the proof of
Theorem 8.

13.3 Testing a near constant function: Proof of Theorem 8

With Theorem 16 at hand, Theorem 8 of testing a constant function in ReLU networks with
multiple hidden layers and multiple outputs follows easily from our testing of the constant 0-
function (Theorem 13) and the OR-function (Theorem 14) in ReLU networks with multiple hidden
layers and a single output.

By Theorem 16, if N is (ε, δ)-far from computing constant function b then there are more than
1
2εmℓ+1 output nodes such that for any such output node j, the ReLU network Nj restricted to

the output node j is

(
1

17(ℓ+1)

(
ε

2−ε

)ℓ
,
δ−e−m0/16−ξ·mℓ+1

mℓ+1

)
-far from computing constant function bj .

Therefore Theorem 8 follows by sampling O(1/ε) output nodes uniformly at random and then,
for each sampled output node j, testing whether the ReLU network Nj restricted to the output
node j computes constant function bj using the tester for the constant 0-function (Theorem 13) or
the OR-function (Theorem 14) in ReLU networks with multiple hidden layers and a single output.
By outputting the majority outcome of the calls to these testers, we obtain the promised property
testing algorithm.

Observe that the complexity of the tester is O(1/ε) times the complexity of the tester of the
constant 0-function (Theorem 13) or the OR-function (Theorem 14) with parameters ε′ := 1

17·(ℓ+1) ·(
ε

2−ε

)ℓ
and δ′ :=

δ−e−m0/16−ξ·mℓ+1

mℓ+1
, and hence, for a constant ℓ, it is Θ(ε−(8ℓ2+1) · ln4(1/λε)).

Notice that the parameters ε′ := 1
17·(ℓ+1) ·

(
ε

2−ε

)ℓ
and δ′ :=

δ−e−m0/16−ξ·mℓ+1

mℓ+1
used in Theorems 13

and 14 impose constraints 1
min0≤k≤ℓ{mk} < ε′ and δ′ ≥ ξ + e−m0/16, which we incorporate into the

constraints in Theorem 8 as ε > 2 ℓ

√
17(ℓ+1)

max0≤k≤ℓ{mk} and δ ≥ 2mℓ+1(ξ + e−m0/16). Finally, the use

of ε′ and δ′ in Theorems 13 and 14 impose constraints on m0, . . . ,mℓ, which we incorporate in
Theorem 8 as mk ≥ 171 · 342ℓ · (ℓ+ 1)2(ℓ+1) · (2/ε)2ℓ2 · ln(1ξ

∏ℓ
i=k+1mi) for all 0 ≤ k ≤ ℓ.

14 Conclusions

In this paper, we introduce a property testing model to study computational networks used as
computational devices and illustrate our setting on a case study of simple ReLU neural networks.
We believe that the property testing model developed in this paper establishes a novel and useful
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theoretical framework for the study of testing algorithms and offers a new and interesting viewpoint
with a potential of advancing our understanding of the structure of neural networks (and, in general,
of computational networks).

In the context of neural networks, given our poor understanding of the computational processes
in modern deep networks (leading to serious questions on the trust and transparency of the under-
lying learning algorithms), we hope that the lens of property testing as developed in the framework
considered in this paper will contribute to a better understanding of the relation of the network
structure and the computed function or properties of that function. Indeed, since the analysis of
property testing algorithms relies on establishing close links between the object’s local structure
and the tested property, we believe the study of simple yet fundamental models of ReLU networks
may provide a new insight into such networks.

Although our paper makes the first step in the analysis of ReLU networks in the context of
property testing, there is still a large number of open questions (from the property testing point of
view) regarding such networks, including, among others, the following:

• What is the query complexity of testing dictatorship and juntas (see [Bla10] for a survey on
testing juntas)?

• Classify the constant time testable properties with one- and two-sided error.

• Study tolerant testing [PRR06] in our model.

• Extend the results to inputs over the reals.

These are just a small number of immediate questions one can ask about our model. We believe
that there is a wide variety of interesting questions and are confident to see further research in this
direction.
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Appendix

A Concentration bounds

For the sake of completeness, let us recall three auxiliary concentration bounds used in the paper,
one by Hoeffding, another one by McDiarmid, and a straightforward application of Chernoff bound.

A.1 Hoeffding inequality for random variables sampled without replacement

We begin with a version of the classical Hoeffding inequality [Hoe63] applied to random variables
sampled without replacement (we use here a formulation from Bardenet and Maillard [BM15,
Proposition 1.2]).

Lemma A.1. Let X = (x1, . . . , xN ) be a finite population of N real points and X1, . . . , Xn be a
random sample drawn without replacement from X . Let

a = min
1≤i≤N

xi and b = max
1≤i≤N

xi.

Then, for all ε > 0,

Pr

[
1

n

n∑
i=1

Xi − µ ≥ ε

]
≤ exp

(
− 2nε2

(b− a)2

)
.

where µ = 1
N

∑N
i=1 x1 is the mean of X .

We remark that a simple transformation implies

Pr

[∣∣∣∣∣ 1n
n∑

i=1

Xi − µ

∣∣∣∣∣ ≥ ε

]
≤ 2 exp

(
− 2nε2

(b− a)2

)
.

A.2 McDiarmid’s method of bounded differences

Our next concentration bound is the so-called method of bounded differences by McDiarmid (The-
orem 3.1 and inequalities (3.2–3.4) in [McD98]).

Lemma A.2 (McDiarmid’s method of bounded differences). Let X = (X1, . . . , Xn) be a
family of independent random variables with Xk taking values in a set Ak for each k. Suppose that
the real-valued function f defined on

∏
Ak satisfies

|f(x)− f(x′)| ≤ ck

whenever the vectors x and x′ differ only in the kth coordinate. Let µ be the expected value of the
random variable f(x). Then for any t ≥ 0,

Pr [|f(X)− µ| ≥ t] ≤ 2e−2t2/
∑n

k=1 c
2
k .

There are also “one-sided” versions of the inequality above that holds for any t ≥ 0:

Pr [f(X)− µ ≥ t] ≤ e−2t2/
∑n

k=1 c
2
k ,

Pr [f(X)− µ ≤ −t] ≤ e−2t2/
∑n

k=1 c
2
k .
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A.3 Bounding the number of ones in a random vector

In our analysis, we will also use the following simple (and well-known) auxiliary claim.

Claim A.3. Let x ∈ {0, 1}n be chosen uniformly at random. Then with probability at least e−n/16

the vector x contains more than 1
4n ones.

Proof. Let x ∈ {0, 1}n be chosen uniformly at random. Let Y denote the random variable for the
number of ones in x. We have E[Y ] = 1

2n and using Chernoff bound we obtain

Pr[Y ≤ 1
4n] = Pr[Y ≤ 1

2 ·E[Y ]] ≤ e−E[Y ]/8 = e−n/16.
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