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Conditions in Neural Networks with Applications to

Partial Monotonicity and Ethical AI
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Abstract—Artificial Neural Networks (ANNs) have become
a powerful tool for modeling complex relationships in large-
scale datasets. However, their black-box nature poses ethical
challenges. In certain situations, ensuring ethical predictions
might require following specific partial monotonic constraints.
However, certifying if an already-trained ANN is partially mono-
tonic is challenging. Therefore, ANNs are often disregarded in
some critical applications, such as credit scoring, where partial
monotonicity is required. To address this challenge, this paper
presents a novel algorithm (LipVor) that certifies if a black-
box model, such as an ANN, is positive based on a finite
number of evaluations. Therefore, as partial monotonicity can
be stated as a positivity condition of the partial derivatives, the
LipVor Algorithm can certify whether an already trained ANN is
partially monotonic. To do so, for every positively evaluated point,
the Lipschitzianity of the black-box model is used to construct
a specific neighborhood where the function remains positive.
Next, based on the Voronoi diagram of the evaluated points,
a sufficient condition is stated to certify if the function is positive
in the domain. Compared to prior methods, our approach is
able to mathematically certify if an ANN is partially monotonic
without needing constrained ANN’s architectures or piece-wise
linear activation functions. Therefore, LipVor could open up the
possibility of using unconstrained ANN in some critical fields.
Moreover, some other properties of an ANN, such as convexity,
can be posed as positivity conditions, and therefore, LipVor could
also be applied.

Index Terms—Artificial Neural Networks, Partial Monotonic-
ity, Mathematical Certification, Ethical AI

I. INTRODUCTION

ARTIFICIAL Neural networks (ANNs) have gained signif-
icant attention as a powerful tool for modeling complex

non-linear relationships and state-of-the-art performance in
many real-world applications [1], [2]. Therefore, ANNs have
been an extraordinarily active and promising research field in
recent decades. Its development is justified by the encouraging
results obtained in many fields including speech recognition
[3], computer vision [4], financial applications [5] and many
others [6], [7].

However, ANNs are considered black-box models as their
analytical expression is hardly interpretable, and therefore,
they can only be analyzed in terms of the inputs and outputs.
Thus, ANNs can pose a significant challenge in fields where
interpretability and transparency are often critical consid-
erations [8], [9]. This needs for explainability has caused
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the field of explainable artificial intelligence (xAI) to grow
substantially in recent years [10]. Consequently, there have
been many approaches trying to explain how neural networks
are computing their prediction [11], [12], [13].

Nevertheless, explainability alone is insufficient when ap-
plying models to critical services such as medicine [9] or
credit scoring [14]. As the number of available variables for
the model’s training grows, ANN risks capturing spurious or
irrelevant patterns in the data. Therefore, the ability to interpret
the estimations is inadequate if an ANN generates unfair
predictions [15]. Consequently, training ANNs for critical ap-
plications should not only focus on explainability, but it must
be guaranteed that the model generates controlled predictions
to ensure robustness (i.e., the ability to maintain performance
despite variations or perturbations in input data) and ethical
fairness (i.e., the model adherence to moral principles).

One approach for ensuring that the model behaves appro-
priately is to incorporate prior knowledge from the human
expert into the model. One example where leveraging prior
expertise can enhance the model’s robustness occurs when
dealing with partial monotonic constraints. By applying a
partial monotonic constraint, the model’s output function is
forced to be partially monotonic. Therefore, if an increasing
(resp. decreasing) partial monotonic constraint is imposed,
then the model predictions should increase (resp. decrease)
whenever a set of input values increases. By employing these
constraints, partial monotonicity can improve the model’s
interpretability, particularly for deep neural networks [16].

Moreover, in some cases, partial monotonicity is not just
a matter of enhancing explainability and robustness but is
often a requisite [17]. For instance, in loan approval, it is
coherent that an applicant with a better credit history has more
possibilities of getting a loan approved. In cases where the
credit history score (input) is not monotonic w.r.t. the loan
approval probability (output), that would mean that clients
with a better credit history are less prone to getting a loan
(ceteris paribus). Therefore, the model would be generating
unethical predictions. Consequently, certifying that the model
generates partial monotonic predictions is crucial in some
critical applications to guarantee ethical predictions. Hence,
ANNs are frequently dismissed due to their black-box nature
which could prevent us from knowing whether the model
complies with the known mandatory monotonic relation [8].

Consequently, training partial monotonic ANNs has been
a relevant research field in recent years. To address this
challenge, two main approaches have been developed [18].
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First of all, constrained architectures could be considered
so that monotonicity is assured [19], [20], [21]. Although
any of these methods guarantee partial monotonicity, their
architecture can be very restrictive or complex and difficult
to implement [18].

On the other hand, monotonicity can be enforced by adding
a regularization term during the learning process. [22] pro-
poses a method to find counterexamples where the monotonic-
ity is unmet. Besides, [23] opted for sampling instances from
the input data to compute a partial monotonic regularization
term. Based on this idea, [24] computes a penalization term at
random points sampled inside the convex hull defined by the
input data. While these methodologies offer more flexibility
compared to constrained architectures, all training methods
for unconstrained neural networks share a common limitation:
none possess the capability to ensure the satisfaction of
partial monotonic constraints across the entire input space.
Consequently, these approaches are unsuitable for application
in fields where regulatory bodies demand partial monotonicity
to ensure ethically sound predictions [25].

Despite the numerous studies regarding ANNs’ training
towards partially monotonic solutions, fewer efforts have been
made to certify the partial monotonicity of an already trained
ANN [18], [26]. First of all, [18] proposes an optimization-
based technique to certify the monotonicity of an ANN trained
using piece-wise linear activation functions. However, this
method is only valid for a limited set of activation func-
tions such as ReLU or Leaky ReLU. Moreover, to solve
the monotonicity verification problem, a mixed integer lin-
ear programming (MILP) problem must be solved which is
computationally expensive. On the other hand, [26] proposes
using a decision tree trained to approximate a black-box model
and using an SMT solver to find possible counter-examples
for partial monotonicity. However, the proposed algorithm
does not guarantee finding counter-examples. Furthermore,
if the ANN is truly partially monotonic, the algorithm is
unable to identify a counter-example and conclusively deter-
mine whether the ANN is partially monotonic. Therefore, this
method cannot be used to obtain a complete mathematical
proof of the partial monotonicity of the model. Consequently,
to the best of our knowledge, this is the first study presenting
an external certification algorithm to certify whether a trained
unconstrained ANN, or any black-box model, is partially
monotonic without considering constrained architectures or
piece-wise linear activation functions.

Even though no external certification algorithm is present in
the literature, such an algorithm, able to determine if a neural
network is partially monotonic without needing to employ con-
strained architectures, could be highly valuable. For instance,
according to Article 179(1)(a) of the EU Capital Requirements
Regulation (575/2013) (CRR) [27], internal rating-based mod-
els (IRB) should generate plausible and intuitive estimates.
Therefore, the European Banking Authority (EBA) has stated
that, to ensure that IRB models are completely interpreted and
understood, it should be evaluated the economic relationship
between each risk driver and the output variable to verify
the plausibility and intuitiveness of the model estimates [25].
Therefore, as previously mentioned, in the context of loan

approval, it would be neither intuitive nor plausible for the
relationship between credit history score and loan approval
probability to be non-monotonic. Consequently, this case con-
stitutes an example where regulatory agencies enforce ethical
constraints, and an external certification algorithm capable
of certifying partial monotonicity could enable the use of
unconstrained ANNs.

Following this premise, this paper presents a novel approach
to certify if an already-trained unconstrained ANN is partially
monotonic. To accomplish this, a methodology is presented
to solve a broader problem: mathematically certifying that
a black-box model remains positive over its entire domain.
Therefore, as increasing (or decreasing) partial monotonicity
can be assessed by checking the positive (negative) sign of the
partial derivative, certifying partial monotonicity is equivalent
to checking the positivity of the partial derivatives. For this
purpose, a novel algorithm is presented capable of determining
whether a black-box model is positive in its domain based on
a finite set of evaluations.

To implement this approach, the algorithm leverages the
model’s Lipschitz continuity to establish specific neighbor-
hoods around each positively evaluated point, ensuring the
function remains positive within these neighborhoods. By
utilizing Voronoi diagrams generated from the evaluated points
and their corresponding neighborhoods, a sufficient condition
is derived to ensure the function’s positivity throughout the
entire domain. Thus, this paper presents a novel approach that
combines the analytical properties of the black-box model with
the geometry of the input space to certify partial monotonicity.
Moreover, based on the aforementioned algorithm, this study
introduces a novel methodology to train unconstrained ANNs
that can be later certified as partial monotonic.

Although the Lipschitzianity has already been studied as
a natural way to analyze the robustness [28] and fairness
[29] of an ANN, in this paper, it is utilized in a novel
approach to extend point-wise positivity, i.e., positivity at a
point, to positivity at a neighborhood of the point. The exact
computation of the Lipschitz constant of an ANN, even for
simple network architectures, is NP-hard [30]. Nevertheless,
some studies present methodologies to generate estimations
of the Lipschitz constant [30], [31]. However, this paper
introduces, for the first time1, a specific estimation of the
Lipschitz constant of the partial derivative of a neural network.

On the other hand, the relationship between the Lips-
chitzianity of an ANN and partial monotonicity has also been
explored. [32] proposes to normalize the weights of the ANN
to achieve a predefined Lipschitz constant. Then, by adding
a linear term multiplied by the imposed Lipschitz constant
to the trained ANN, a monotonic residual connection can
be used to make the model monotonic. However, it requires
knowing the Lipschitz constant of the estimated function in
advance. Besides, achieving the predefined Lipschitz constant
imposes a huge weight normalization specifically for deep

1Although in [30] it is given a general method for estimating the Lipschitz
constant of a function computable in K operations, it is not given the specific
computable expression of the partial derivatives of an ANN which is non-
trivial.
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neural networks. Moreover, this method cannot be used to
certify the partial monotonicity of an already-trained ANN.

Finally, partial monotonicity is not the only problem that can
be posed in terms of a positivity constraint of an ANN. For
instance, some open problems, such as certifying the convexity
of an ANN, could be considered as checking the positivity of
the second derivatives. Therefore, the proposed methodology
could be applied to this problem. Convexity is another problem
that has only been studied under some restrictive hypotheses
on the ANN’s architecture. However, there are no general
sufficient conditions or methods known for certifying such
properties on an already trained ANN [33].

The paper is structured as follows: Section II proposes
the novel LipVor Algorithm for the positivity certification
of a black-box model. Section III presents ANN’s partial
monotonicity certification and the proposed upper bound
for the Lipschitz constant of the partial derivatives. Section
IV introduces the methodology for training unconstrained
certified partial monotonic ANNs, and in Section V, two
case studies are described to understand the functioning of
the presented methodology. Finally, contributions and re-
sults are summarized in Section VI. Moreover, the pre-
sented algorithm and the results obtained are available at
https://github.com/alejandropolo/LipschitzNN.

II. POSITIVITY CERTIFICATION: THE LIPVOR ALGORITHM

As mentioned in Section I, many properties of a function can
be stated in terms of a positivity condition. For instance, for a
continuously differentiable function f : Ω ⊆ Rn → R, being
increasing partially monotonic w.r.t. the rth input is equivalent
to having positive rth partial derivative

(
∂f
∂xr

> 0
)

. Therefore,
certifying partial monotonicity can be posed as a positivity
certification problem of the partial derivatives. However, for a
black-box function that can only be point-wise evaluated, it is
challenging to determine positivity in its entire domain.

To address this challenge, this section presents an algorithm
to certify the positivity of a black-box based on the evaluation
of a finite set of points. Hence, for a black-box model f and
a finite set of positively evaluated points P , we will utilize
the Lipschitzianity of f to state a specific neighborhood of
each point where the function is also positive. Consequently,
it will be given a sufficient condition to determine if, for a
given finite set of positively evaluated points, the function is
certified positive in the whole domain Ω.

A. Local positivity Certification

First of all, let us present the methodology to extend point-
wise positivity to neighborhoods of the points where the
function is also positive. Therefore, given a domain Ω ⊆ Rn,
a point x ∈ Ω and a Lipschitz continuous function f : Ω → R
(f ∈ C0,1(Ω)) such that f(x) > 0, it will be stated a specific
neighborhood of x where the function is certified positive.

By continuity of f in Ω, it can be proven that if f(x) > 0,
then there exists a neighborhood of x where f remains
positive. However, using just the continuity of f , it is not
possible to pinpoint a specific neighborhood. On the other
hand, leveraging the Lipschitz continuity of f enables us

to precisely determine a concrete ball, centered at x, where
positivity can be certified. Hence, point-wise positivity may be
extended to neighborhoods where the function is also positive.

Therefore, let us start by presenting the Lipschitzianity of a
function. Intuitively, for an L-Lipschitz function the output
variation is bounded by a constant L, called the Lipschitz
constant, and the variation of the input. The definition provided
can be generalized to any metric space, but for the sake of
convenience, it is stated for Rn (cf. Def. 5.5.3 [34]).

Definition II.1. A function f : Ω ⊆ Rn → R is said to be
L-Lipschitz (or Lipschitz continuous) if there exists a constant
L ≥ 0 such that:

|f(x)− f(y)| ≤ L∥x− y∥, ∀x, y ∈ Rn. (1)

Any such L verifying Eq. (1) is called a Lipschitz constant
of the function and the smallest constant is the (best) Lipschitz
constant.

Although Lipschitzianity of f might seem at first as a
strong condition to be assumed, it’s worth noting that if a
function f is continuously differentiable in a compact domain
(f ∈ C1(Ω)), then f is Lipschitz continuous. Moreover, in a
compact convex set ΩC , the Lipschitz constant of a function
f ∈ C1(ΩC) is the maximum norm of its gradient (Theorem
3.1.6 [35, Rademacher]).

As mentioned before, using the Lipschitzianity of a function
it will be possible to determine a neighborhood in which the
positivity is certified. Therefore, for each positively evaluated
point x ∈ Ω, it can be determined an open ball B(x, δ) =
{p ∈ Ω | ∥x− p∥ < δ}, centered at the point x with a specific
radius δ, where the constraint is also fulfilled.

Starting from an L-Lipschitz function f ∈ C0,1(Ω) and
x0 ∈ Ω such that f(x0) > 0, by definition of L-Lipscthitz

|f(x0)− f(x)| ≤ L∥x0 − x∥. (2)

Consequently, taking δ0 = f(x0)
L and x ∈ B(x0, δ0), Eq. (2)

states that

|f(x0)− f(x)| ≤ L∥x0 − x∥ < Lδ0 = �L
f(x0)

�L
= f(x0).

Therefore, checking both sides of the inequality

|f(x0)− f(x)| < f(x0) =⇒ f(x) > 0,

because if f(x) < 0 then |f(x0) − f(x)| = f(x0) − f(x) <
f(x0) ⇐⇒ −f(x) < 0 ⇐⇒ f(x) > 0 which would be a
contradiction.

Hence, leveraging the Lipschitzianity of f allows us to
construct specific neighborhoods of x where the positivity is
verified whenever it is verified at x.

Proposition II.1. Let f : Ω ⊆ Rn → R with f ∈ C0(Ω) and
x0 ∈ Ω. If f is L-Lipschitz and f(x0) > 0, then there exits a
radius δ0 = f(x0)

L such that f(x) > 0, ∀x ∈ B(x0, δ0).

B. Global Positivity Certification in a Compact Domain

As stated in Proposition II.1, for each point x0 ∈ Ω
verifying the positivity condition, there is a ball B(x0, δ0)
where the condition is also fulfilled. Consequently, to check

https://github.com/alejandropolo/LipschitzNN
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whether a function is positive in a compact domain Ω, the
problem reduces to verifying if, for a given set of points
P = {p1, p2, . . . , pk} and the obtained radii of certified
positivity R = {δ2, δ2, . . . , δn}, the union of the respective
balls centered at each point covers Ω. If the union of balls
covers Ω, that would mean that, for every point x ∈ Ω, there
is a sufficiently close pi such that the positivity certification
at pi extends to x.

Checking if this condition is fulfilled in N-dimensional
spaces is not trivial. However, based on Voronoi diagrams [36],
a sufficient condition can be stated to determine if a set of balls
covers Ω. A Voronoi diagram divides the input space into cells,
with each cell associated with a specific point from a given set
P . In each cell, the point that is closest to any arbitrary point
within that region is the one that defines the boundary of that
cell. Formally, Voronoi diagrams can be defined as follows.

Definition II.2. Let P = {p1, p2, . . . , pk} be a set of k distinct
points (sites) in the Euclidean space Rn. The Voronoi cell Ri

associated with a point pi is defined as the set of all points x
in Rn whose distance to pi is less than or equal to its distance
to any other point in P:

Ri = {x ∈ Rn | ∥x− pi∥ ≤ ∥x− pj∥ ∀j ̸= i, 1 ≤ j ≤ k}.

This definition implies that Ri contains all points closer to
pi than any other point of P . Hence, the Voronoi cell Ri forms
a convex polytope and is bounded by hyperplanes, where each
hyperplane represents the locus of points equidistant between
pi and one of its neighbouring sites. The set of all Voronoi
cells (Ri)1≤i≤k constitutes the Voronoi diagram V(P) of the
set of points P . For instance, in a 2-dimensional space, each
Voronoi cell is represented as a convex polygon (Fig 1).

Therefore, the Voronoi diagram V(P) presents a partition of
the compact space Ω in Voronoi cells (Ri)1≤i≤k generated by
each of the initials points in P . Hence, if it is placed a ball of
radius δj centered at each pj ∈ P such that δj is bigger than
the distance from pj to its furthest point of the Voronoi cell
Rj , then the ball B(pj , δj) intuitively covers Rj . Therefore,
Ω would be covered by the union of balls

⋃
1≤i≤k B(pi, δi)

as each ball covers its corresponding Voronoi cell. This idea
is mathematically stated and proved in Lemma A.1.

Therefore, consider a given L-Lipschitz function f and a
set of points P = {p1, p2, . . . , pk} with δj =

f(pj)
L the radius

of extended positivity given by Proposition II.1. Then if δj
is greater than the maximum distance from each pj to the
furthest point of Rj , for all pj ∈ P , each B(pj , δj) covers its
corresponding Voronoi cell Rj . Consequently, each Voronoi
cell is certified positive and hence f is certified positive in Ω.

This intuitive idea is mathematically proved in Theorem II.2
that states a sufficient condition for certified positivity. The
complete proof of Theorem II.2 can be found in appendix A.

Theorem II.2. Let f be a L-Lipschitz function and P =
{p1, p2, . . . , pk} a set of points in a compact domain Ω. Set
δj =

f(pj)
L , ∀j ∈ I = {1, 2, . . . , k} the radius of extended

positivity and V (P) = (Rj)j∈I the Voronoi diagram of P ,
then the function is positive in Ω if

max
x∈Rj

d(x, pj) < δj ,∀j ∈ I. (3)

Fig. 1. Voronoi Diagram V (P) for a set of 10 randomly allocated points
P = {p0, p1, . . . , p9} in a 2D space. Each red point represents the furthest
vertex to each of the points in P and each circle is the ball of certified
positivity given by Proposition II.1.

Note that the radius of certified positivity depends on the
value of the evaluation of f at the points of P . In particular,
whenever f(pj) = 0, the radius δj = 0. However, when
considering the certification of positive functions in a compact
domain Ω, as stated in Lemma B.1, there exists an εf,Ω > 0
such that

f(x) ≥ εf,Ω,∀ x ∈ Ω, (4)

so the radius of extended positivity will always be greater than
0. In such cases where there exists an ε > 0 verifying Eq. (4)
then it is said that f is ε-positive. Therefore, by Lemma B.1,
every positive function in a compact domain Ω is εf,Ω-positive.

C. The LipVor Algorithm

Once the sufficient condition for the positivity certification
of a function has been stated in Theorem II.2, it is presented
a novel algorithm (LipVor) that, in a finite number of steps,
concludes if a function is certified positive or if it is not ε-
positive. As mentioned before, by Lemma B.1, for a continu-
ous function in a compact domain, ε-positivity is equivalent to
positivity for a specific ε. Consequently, for a sufficiently small
ε, concluding that the function is not ε-positive is equivalent
to not being positive.

Given a function f : Ω ⊂ Rn → R and a set of points
P = {p1, p2, . . . , pk} ⊂ Ω, if Eq. (3) from Theorem II.2
is not fulfilled, then the initial set of k points P is not
sufficient to guarantee positivity of f in Ω. For example,
Figure 1 represents a Voronoi diagram in 2D where Eq. (3) is
not fulfilled. Therefore, to try to certify partial monotonicity,
LipVor presents a method of selecting points from Ω that are
added to the initial sample P until Eq. (3) is verified or a
counter-example is found.

The idea regarding the LipVor Algorithm 1 is the following.
Consider P = {p1, p2, . . . , pk} a set of points in Ω. The first
step of the algorithm is to check that the value of the function
at P is greater or equal than a certain ε. In that case, that would
mean that the function fulfills the ε-positivity constraint in P .
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If for any pj ∈ P, f(pj) < ε, then the algorithm would have
already found a counter-example. Otherwise, ε-positivity is
verified at P and the next step is to check if the local positivity
condition at each point extends to a global positivity condition
by Theorem II.2.

In case that Eq. (3) is not satisfied, the LipVor Algorithm
iteratively selects a point pk+1 ∈ Ω to try to fulfill the
aforementioned condition. The heuristic of selection of the
point pk+1 is the following. First of all, for each pj ∈ P , it is
computed the furthest point vj in its Voronoi cell Rj . As each
Voronoi cell is a convex polytope, the distance function attains
its maximum in one of the vertex of the polytope. Therefore,
to obtain the furthest point vj to the point pj generating the
Voronoi cell Rj , the distance to each vertex of Rj is computed.

Once the list of furthest vertices V = {v1, v2, . . . , vk} of
each Voronoi cell is computed, the selection of the point to
add next to the Voronoi diagram is made. Each of the furthest
vertices vj is related to at least one parent point pj by the
relation vj = argmaxx∈Rj

d(x, pj). Recall that if δj is bigger
than the distance of each parent point pj to its furthest vertex
vj , then the Voronoi cell Rj is covered by the ball with center
pj and radius δj . Therefore, starting from V , those vertices
already covered by the open ball centered at its parent point are
discarded as the corresponding Voronoi cell is already certified
positive. Therefore, the list of vertices is reduced to Vp = {vj |
1 ≤ i ≤ k, δj ≤ d(pj , vj)}. For instance, in Figure 1, the only
regions where δj is bigger than the distance from the furthest
vertex to the parent point pj are R6 and R7.

Considering the reduced list of vertices Vp, the next point to
add to the Voronoi diagram is selected based on the value of
f at the parent point pj and the number of adjacent balls (nvj )
covering the vertex vj . The idea of this procedure is to try to
fill Ω with the least number of iterations possible as bigger
balls should cover the space faster. As the radius of certified
positivity δj =

f(pj)
L is proportional to the value of f at pj ,

by continuity, the expected biggest value of f in Vp is the one
corresponding to the biggest value of f in P . Moreover, if the
vertex is covered by some of the adjacent balls, the expected
non-covered area of the space that could potentially be filled
with the added point could be lesser. The way to measure the
number of adjacent balls covering the vertex is

nvj = |{pl | d(pl, vj) ≤ δl,∀ 0 ≤ l ≤ k, l ̸= j}|. (5)

Besides, with probability 0 ≤ p ≤ 1 the selected vertex vj is
the one which correspondent parent pj has the smallest radius
and again minimum nvj . The idea is to establish a trade-off
between exploration and exploitation such as in Reinforcement
Learning [37]. Whenever the furthest vertex with the biggest
value of the parent f(pj) is selected (exploitation) the best
option for the next added point is chosen based on the current
knowledge. On the other hand, selecting the vertex correspond-
ing to the smallest parent’s value (exploration) corresponds to
trying new options that may lead to finding counter-examples.
Algorithm 1 depicts the procedure of LipVor.

In practice, the LipVor Algorithm is slightly modified to
find not just one counter-example but a list of them. The idea
is to expand not just the probably biggest and least covered
vertices but also those whose parent’s evaluation is lower than

Algorithm 1 LipVor
Input: Function f , Lipschitz constant L, positivity constant
ε > 0, number of maximum iterations N and a set of points
P = {p1, p2, . . . , pk}.
Output: Bool variable (isPositive) reflecting if f is certified
positive or not, counter-example (cExample), if any, and
next vertex to be added (nVertex).
Initialize isPositive = True, cExample = None, nVertex =
None, counter = 0, nmin = ∞ and δmax = −∞.
Compute the Voronoi diagram V(P) = (Rj)1≤j≤k;
For n = 1 → N do:

For j = 1 → length(P) do:
If f(pj) < ε:

isPositive = False;
cExample = pj ;
Return isPositive, cExample and nVertex

Else:
Compute the furthest vertex:

vj = argmaxx∈Rj
d(x, pj);

Compute the distance to the furthest vertex:
dj = d(pj , vj);

If δj =
f(pj)
L ≤ dj :

Using Eq. (5) find nj ;
If δj ≥ δmax and nj ≤ nmin:

nmin = nj ;
δmax = δj ;
nVertex = pj ;
isPositive = False;

Else :
counter +=1

If counter = length(P):
Return isPositive, cExample and nVertex

End for
Add point nVertex to P;
Compute new Voronoi diagram V(P);

End for
Return isPositive, cExample and nVertex.

ε and the value is the smallest (biggest in absolute value).
Consequently, even if for any pj ∈ P, f(pj) < ε, the point
pj is also considered as a valid parent to find its furthest
vertex. Therefore, the LipVor Algorithm would also expand the
subdomain where the positivity is not verified. Hence, when
using the LipVor Algorithm to certify if a function fulfills
a positivity condition, it can return whether the function is
positive and the subdomains where the condition is certified
met and where it is not.

As stated in the pseudocode, the LipVor Algorithm ends in
a finite number of N steps. The following Theorem II.3 shows
that a value of N can always be chosen depending only on Ω,
ε and L so that LipVor always reaches a definitive conclusion
within the given number of iterations. A complete proof of
Theorem II.3 is given in appendix B.

Theorem II.3. Under the aforementioned conditions, the
LipVor Algorithm concludes in a finite number of steps.
Moreover, the maximum number of steps N that the LipVor
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Algorithm needs to certify that a function f is positive or to
find a counter-example can be upper bounded by

N ≤ Vol(Ω̄)

Vol
(
B
(

ε
2L

)) , (6)

where Ω̄ is the domain extended by ε
2L

2 and B
(

ε
2L

)
is a ball

of radius ε
2L .

As observed, N depends on the selected ε. Therefore,
after the LipVor Algorithm has reached the maximum number
of iterations N or it is stopped because it is verified the
sufficient condition stated in Eq. (3), the function f is certified
positive (if isPositive = True) or certified not ε-positive (if
cExamples ̸= None or cExamples = None and isPositive =
False). However, as mentioned before, considering ε-positive
is not a restrictive constraint as any positive function in a
compact domain is εf,Ω-positive for a specific εf,Ω. Therefore
lowering sufficiently ε, any positive function becomes ε-
positive. Consequently, considering ε-positivity is just a formal
convention to establish Eq. (6).

As a final remark, as stated in appendix B, Eq. (6) can be
upper bounded by

N ≤ Vol(Ω̄)

Vol
(
B
(

ε
2L

)) ≤
(
2 · (a · L+ ε)

π
1
2 · ε

)n

Γ
(n
2
+ 1
)
,

where Γ is the gamma function and a is a constant dependent
on the size of the domain Ω.

III. CERTIFICATION OF PARTIAL MONOTONICITY FOR
ANNS

A. Partial Monotonicity of an ANN

As previously mentioned in Section I, partial monotonicity
of a function g w.r.t. the rth input, with 0 ≤ r ≤ n, can be
formulated as a positivity constraint over the partial derivative
gxr

. Mathematically, a function g : Ω ⊆ Rn → R is strictly
increasing (resp. decreasing) partially monotonic w.r.t. the rth

input if

g(x1, . . . , xr, . . . , xn) < g(x1, . . . , x
′
r . . . , xn) ,∀ xr < x′

r

(7)
(resp. g(x1, . . . , xr, . . . , xn) > g(x1, . . . , x

′
r . . . , xn)).

Consequently, a function g will be partially monotonic w.r.t.
a set of features {xi1 , . . . , xik} wih k ≤ n whenever Eq. (7)
is verified for each ij simultaneously with j ∈ {1, . . . , k}.

Therefore, considering a function g : Ω ⊆ Rn → R with
g ∈ C1(Ω), if gxr (x) > 0 (resp. gxr (x) < 0) the function g is
strictly increasing (resp. decreasing) partially monotonic w.r.t.
the rth input feature at the point x ∈ Ω. Moreover, whenever
gxr

(x) ≥ ε (gxr
(x) ≤ −ε), the function g is increasing

(decreasing) partially ε-monotonic. Consequently, the method-
ology stated in Section II can be applied to certify partial
monotonicity of a function g ∈ C1,1(Ω) (differentiable and
with L-Lipschitz partial derivatives) by just taking f := gxr

.
On the other hand, ANNs, specifically feedforward neural

networks, are composed of interconnected layers of neurons

2The extension of a domain by a quantity r is usually denoted as Ω+B (r),
where + represents the Minkowski sum [38].

that process and transform data. Therefore, an ANN g : Ω ⊆
Rn → R with K layers and nl neurons in the l-layer, with 0 <
l ≤ K, can be mathematically described as a composition of
point-wise multiplication with non-linear activation functions,
such that the output of the lth layer ol is given by

o0 = x,

zl = ol−1 ·W l + bl for l = 1, 2, . . . ,K, (8)

ol = φl
(
zl
)
, for l = 1, 2, . . . ,K, (9)

y = g(x;W,b) = φK
(
oK−1 ·WK + bK

)
, (10)

where x represents the input data, W l ∈ Rnl−1×Rnl

, bl ∈ Rnl

and φl(·) are the weights, bias and activation function of the
lth layer respectively.

In particular, ANNs using C2(Ω) activation functions, such
as Sigmoid, Tanh, etc., are C1,1(Ω) functions in a compact do-
main Ω. Therefore, knowing an upper bound of the Lipschitz
constant of the partial derivatives of an ANN, it is possible
to pose the partial monotonicity certification problem as an
application of the LipVor Algorithm to the partial derivatives.
Consequently, it is crucial to compute an upper bound L̂ of
the Lipschitz constant L of the partial derivatives of an ANN.

Without loss of generality, in the following methodology,
the ANN is going to be considered strictly increasing partially
monotonic w.r.t. the rth input. Subsequently, when dealing
with multiple monotonic features, the procedure remains the
same by simply considering the minimum radius among each
of the monotonic features. By using this minimum radius as
the ball’s radius, we ensure monotonicity is preserved for
each monotonic feature. Conversely, if there exists a point pj
where the constraint is not satisfied for any of the monotonic
features, a radius δj =

gxi
(pj)

Lj
is computed for each unsatisfied

constraint and the maximum of these radii is used. This
maximum radius represents the largest radius within which
some of the monotonicity conditions are not met. Moreover,
the methodology could be extended to vector-valued ANN
g : Rn → Rm considering each of the components from the
codomain gi, i ∈ {1, 2, . . . ,m}.

B. Lipschitz Constant Estimation of the Partial Derivative of
an ANN

As mentioned in Section I, the study of estimations of the
Lipschitz constant of an ANN has already been conducted, but
this was not the case for the Lipschitz constant of the partial
derivative of an ANN. This study presents a novel approach
to computing an upper bound for such Lipschitz constant.

Recall that if f is an L-Lipschitz function f ∈ C0,1(ΩC)
in a compact convex domain ΩC then the Lipschitz constant
of f in ΩC is the maximum norm of its gradient. This result,
stated in the following proposition, could be enunciated more
generally but for simplicity, it is presented for differentiable
functions with codomain R (cf. Thm. 3.1.6 [35, Rademacher]).

Proposition III.1. Let ΩC ⊆ Rn a compact convex domain
and f : ΩC → R a C1(ΩC) function. Then

L = sup
x∈ΩC

∥∇f(x)∥ ,
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where ∇f(x) is the gradient of the function f .

Considering now an ANN g : ΩC ⊆ Rn → R with ΩC

a compact convex domain and g ∈ C1,1(Ω), then, applying
Proposition III.1 to the rth partial derivative gxr of the ANN,
the Lipschitz constant is obtained as the maximum norm of
H̃g where

H̃g =

(
∂g

∂xr∂xj

)
j

,∀ 1 ≤ j ≤ n,

is the Hessian of the output of g w.r.t. the rth input. Hence
by Proposition III.1,

L = sup
x∈Ω

∥∇gxr
(x)∥ = sup

x∈Ω

∥∥∥H̃g(x)
∥∥∥ .

Consequently, an upper bound of
∥∥∥H̃g

∥∥∥ establishes an upper

estimation L̂ of the Lipschitz constant L of the rth partial
derivative of an ANN.

To generate an upper bound of
∥∥∥H̃g

∥∥∥, it is going to be used
that an ANN with K-layers can be described as a composition
of activation functions and linear transformations (Eq. (8)-
(10)). Therefore, considering

H l
0 =

(
∂2olk

∂xi∂xj

)
i,j,k

, ∀ 1 ≤ i, j ≤ n0, 1 ≤ k ≤ nl, (11)

the Hessian of the lth layer w.r.t. the input layer (layer 0),
then, by Eq. (10),

H̃g = H̃K
0 =

(
∂2oK

∂xr∂xj

)
j

, ∀ 1 ≤ j ≤ n0.

Therefore, the maximum norm of the Hessian of the kth layer
of the ANN w.r.t. the rth input (LK

xr
) can be recursively upper

bounded using the weights of the preceding layers W l, the
Hessian of the Kth layer

HK
K =

(
∂2oK

∂zi∂zj

)
i,j

, 1 ≤ i, j ≤ nK−1

with respect to zl (Eq. (8)) and the upper bound of the K− 1
layer L̂K−1

xr
as follows.

Theorem III.2. Let g : Ω ⊆ Rn → R be an ANN with
K-layers, then the Lipschitz constant LK

xr
of the rth partial

derivative gxr
of an ANN verifies that

LK
xr

≤ L̂K
xr

:= max |aKk |·∥W 1
1j∥·∥W 1∥·∥W 2∥2 . . . ∥WK∥2

+ L̂K−1
xr

· ∥WK∥, (12)

where W k is the weight matrix of the kth layer, W 1
1j is

the first row of the weight matrix W 1, L̂K−1
xr

is the upper
bound of Lipschitz constant of the rth partial derivative
of the K − 1 layer of the ANN and aKk = ∥HK

K ∥∞ :=

max1≤i≤n

(∑n
j=1

(
HK

K

)
i,j

)
.

A complete proof of Theorem III.2 can be found in appendix
C.

Finally, it is important to acknowledge that for the most
commonly used activation functions in neural networks, the
second derivative is upper bounded by 1. For example, in the

case of the sigmoid activation function, the second derivative
is given by σ′′(x) = σ′(x)(1 − 2 · σ(x)), which is clearly
upper bound by 1. Moreover, note that the aforementioned
theorem is valid for vector-valued ANNs g : Rn → Rm

as Eq. (12) is recursively obtained using the upper bound
of the intermediate layers which are vector-valued functions
with codomain’s dimension the number of neurons in the
intermediate layer.

IV. EXTENSION: TRAINING CERTIFIED MONOTONIC
NEURAL NETWORKS

This section presents the proposed methodology to train
unconstrained probably partial ε-monotonic ANNs that could
later be certified as partial monotonic using the LipVor Al-
gorithm. The idea is to use a modified version of the usual
training loss, similar to [24]. In this case, the ANN is forced
to follow an ε-monotonic relationship at the training data by
means of a penalization term. Therefore, by continuity of the
ANN, enforcing a ε-monotonic constraint at the training data,
it is expected that in a neighbourhood of every training point,
the ANN is partially monotonic. However, as concluded in
[24], partial monotonicity is only expected to be achieved
close to the regions where it is enforced. Therefore, there
is no guarantee (a priori) of obtaining a partial monotonic
ANN in the whole domain Ω. Consequently, after training the
unconstrained partial ε-monotonic ANNs, it is computed the
LipVor Algorithm to try to certify partial monotonicity. Hence,
by applying this methodology, it is possible to certify partial
monotonicity without needing to use constrained architectures.

Considering an ANN g : Ω ⊆ Rn → R, to find the optimum
ANN’s parameters, an optimization procedure to minimize a
loss function is followed. The loss function is intended to
measure the difference between the real output values y and
the predicted ŷ ones. Therefore, the loss funtion of the ANN
can be stated as

L(W,b;D) =
∑

(x,y)∈D

ℓ (y, g(x;W,b)) ,

where W and b denote the weights and biases of the
neural network, D is the dataset containing input-output pairs
(x, y) and ℓ is the loss function that measures the discrep-
ancy between the predicted output and the actual output. For
regression problems, the loss function is usually the sum of
squared errors, while for classification problems, the maximum
likelihood.

During the optimization process, the ANN is guided through
gradient descent towards the parameters that minimize the loss
function. The gradient of the loss function w.r.t. the parameters
is efficiently computed by the backpropagation algorithm.
Consequently, an ANN can be guided to follow a specific
partial ε-monotonic relation w.r.t. the rth input, with ε > 0,
between the explanatory and the response variables by adding,
to the loss function, a regularization term that penalizes the
objective if the ε-monotonic relation is not fulfilled. Therefore,
it is considered a modified loss function L̃, encompassing the
partial ε-monotonic constraint,

L̃(W,b;D) = L(W,b;D) + λΩg,r(D, ε),
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where L(W,b;D) is the original loss function, D is the train-
ing dataset and the term Ωg,r is the ε-monotonic penalization
based on the rth column of the Jacobian matrix 3. On the other
hand, the coefficient λ is used to scale the regularization term,
thereby adjusting its strength.

To compute the penalization term, it is computed the sum
of the values of the rth column where the partial ε-monotonic
constraint is not followed. Therefore, if the relation is in-
creasing (decreasing) ε-monotonic, then the rectified values of
the negative (positive) sum of the Jacobian matrix and ε are
summed up. Consequently, the regularization term is computed
as

Ωg,r(D̄, ε) =
∑
x∈D̄

[max (0,−Jr(x) + ε)] ,

where Jr represents the rth column of the Jacobian matrix
evaluated at x

(
i.e., Jr = ∂g

∂xr

)
. Considering this strategy,

the parameters’ optimization will be guided towards ensuring
that the partial ε-monotonic constraint is fulfilled for all data
samples in D.

Once the training process has concluded, the LipVor Algo-
rithm is executed to certify if the ANN is partially monotonic.
If the LipVor Algorithm concludes that the ANN is not
partially ε-monotonic and finds some counter-examples, these
points will be used as an external dataset where the partial
ε-monotonic penalization is also enforced. Therefore, it is
added a penalization in a subdomain where the trained ANN is
not partially ε-monotonic. This approach is an improvement
compared to [24] as the penalization term is not computed
at random points but at counter-examples where the ANN is
not ε-monotonic. Consequently, it is expected that after fine-
tuning the trained ANN, at the external points combined with
the training data, the ANN can be certified partially monotonic
by the LipVor Algorithm. Therefore, this methodology can
be applied iteratively until converging to a partial monotonic
ANN.

Besides, to avoid overfitting, it is considered an early
stopping criterion where the training is stopped after Np-
epochs without improvement. The number of consecutive
epochs Np during which the validation loss fails to decrease
before terminating the training is referred to as patience.
Moreover, the early stopping criteria is considered a valid early
stopping epoch whenever the penalization loss associated with
the partial ε-monotonic constraint is 0. Therefore, the ANN is
partial ε-monotonic in the training data, and consequently, it
is reasonable to attempt to verify partial monotonicity in Ω.

V. CASE STUDIES

In the following section, two case studies where partial
monotonicity constraints should be enforced are presented. In
the first case, an ANN is used to estimate the heat transfer of a
1D bar. As the input domain is 2 dimensional, it will allow us
to visualize the Voronoi expansion and the partial monotonicity
certification using the LipVor Algorithm. The second case is
a four-dimensional dataset where partial monotonicity aligns

3Matrix composed of the partial derivatives of the output with respect to
the input features

with ethical predictions. Therefore, this dataset is an example
of how partial monotonicity ensures ethical fairness and the
application of LipVor to an input multidimensional domain.
Consequently, these two experiments constitute real-world
scenarios where partial monotonicity aligns with physics or
ethical principles respectively.

A. Case Study: Heat Equation

Accurately modeling mechanical behavior based on ob-
served data is vital for predictive maintenance and digital twin
development [39]. However, capturing complex relationships
in dynamic systems remains a challenge [40]. Traditional
approaches often fall short, necessitating advanced techniques
like ANNs [41]. Yet, ensuring that ANNs align with physical
laws is crucial. This approach not only enhances predictive
accuracy but also ensures that the approximated solution by
the ANN adheres to fundamental principles [42]. For instance,
when considering the temperature evolution of a solid being
heated, it should respect some physical laws described by the
heat equation. However, the trained ANN could be overfitting
and consequently not respecting the aforementioned physical
principles.

Expanding on the necessity of preserving physical principles
within ANNs, this case study presents an example of a physical
property of the heat equation in a 1D rod encoded as a partial
monotonic constraint. The heat equation is a fundamental
partial differential equation (PDE) in mathematical physics
that describes heat’s distribution in a given medium over time.
In its simpler form, the PDE can be mathematically expressed
as ut = k · uxx, where u(x, t) represents the temperature
distribution as a function of space (x) and time (t), and k is
the thermal diffusivity constant. Consequently, ensuring that
the ANN is partially monotonic entails respecting a physical
principle.

Dirichlet boundary conditions (BC) are often employed
alongside the heat equation to specify the temperature behavior
at the medium’s boundaries. An instance of such a condition
is when the temperature at the boundaries grows linearly with
time, representing a situation where heat is constantly being
added or removed from the system at a fixed rate. In this case,
time-dependent Dirichlet BC will be used for a 1D rod of
length L. Formally, the heat equation with the aforementioned
time-dependent Dirichlet BC can be described as

∂u

∂t
= k · ∂

2u

∂x2
, for 0 < x < L, t > 0

u(0, t) = t,

u(L, t) = t,

u(x, 0) = 0.

(13)

Under this BC, the heat equation (13) is an example of a 2D
problem where the solution is partially monotonic w.r.t. the
input t 4. Therefore, enforcing the partial monotonic constraint
aligns with the expected physical properties of the solution.

4The increasing linear boundary conditions and the nature of the Heat
Equation (13), which is a special type of a diffusion equation, guarantee that
u(x, t) is increasing partially monotone w.r.t. t
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Fig. 2. Surface of the solution of the heat equation (13) and the training
(blue), validation (red) and test (green) datasets obtained from the solution
with added noise.

Acquiring experimental data for physical phenomena is
often a costly and error-prone process due to sensor measure-
ment inaccuracies [40]. Consequently, physical datasets tend
to be limited in size and exhibit significant noise presence.
Therefore, to generate a realistic synthetic scenario, 30 random
measures of the temperature u(x, t) distribution of a 1D rod
with length L = 1 with noise, following N (0, 0.02), have
been sampled (Fig 2).

Consequently, the generated dataset has 30 pairs of (space,
time) and temperature {(x, t);u(x, t)} as input/output values.
Adding noise to the simulated solution u(x, t) effectively
perturbs the simulated temperature measurements, introducing
variability akin to practical measurement uncertainties encoun-
tered in real-world scenarios. Additionally, for model training
and evaluation, the dataset is divided into training, validation,
and testing subsets following an initial 80/20 split, with 20%
of the samples allocated for testing purposes and the remaining
80% divided again in a 80/20 split in training and validation.

It is worth mentioning that multiple experiments where
executed with different seeds and for most of the generated
datasets the unconstrained ANN is certified partial monotonic
after enforcing the penalization term. However, in order to
exemplify the worst case scenario, this case study presents an
example where the unconstrained ANN with the aforemen-
tioned penalization term did not converge directly to a partial
monotonic solution. Therefore, this case study exemplifies
the proposed iterative methodology to converge to a partial
monotonic ANN.

Considering the ANN architecture, given the limited number
of training samples, a feedforward ANN with 1 hidden layer
and 10 neurons with a hyperbolic tangent (tanh) activation

function has been considered. Moreover, L-BFGS has been
selected as the optimizer with a learning rate of 0.01. Besides,
a penalization of λ = 0.1 has been imposed to guide the
training towards a ε-monotonic solution taking ε = 0.1. The
maximum number of epochs for the training process was fixed
at 5000 with a patience of Np = 1000 epochs for the early
stopping.

After the training process is completed, the LipVor Algo-
rithm is used to determine if the ANN is partially ε-monotonic
w.r.t. t in Ω. As illustrated in Figure V-A(a), the partial
derivative of the trained ANN w.r.t. input t is not positive in the
whole Ω. Specifically, whenever t ≈ 0 and x ∈ [0.5, 0.6] the
partial derivative is negative. Therefore, it is expected that the
LipVor Algorithm is able to effectively find counter-examples
in the aforementioned region.

Following the bound proposed in Theorem III.2, it is ob-
tained a Lipschitz estimation of L̂ = 17.58. Moreover, to start
the LipVor Algorithm, the points from the training dataset are
selected to initialize the algorithm, and a maximum number
of 700 iterations is fixed (Figure V-A(b)). As observed in
Figure V-A(c), after 22 iterations the LipVor Algorithm has
effectively detected the first counter-example. Moreover, after
reaching the maximum number of iterations (Figure V-A(d)),
36 counter-examples of partial ε-monotonicity have been de-
tected in contrast with the certified area which corresponds to
the 66.2% of Ω.

Once the LipVor Algorithm has proved that the initial ANN
is not partially ε-monotonic, based on the found counter-
examples, the ANN is fine-tuned. The initial ANN demon-
strated a training MAE of 9.06 × 10−3 and a test MAE of
1.66 × 10−2, with corresponding R2 values of 0.9984, and
0.9942. After fine-tuning, the ANN showed a training MAE
of 1.17 × 10−2 and a test MAE of 1.58 × 10−2. The R2

values for the fine-tuned ANN were 0.9970 for training and
0.9950 for testing. These results indicate that the fine-tuning
process slightly improved the test set performance, enhancing
the model’s ability to generalize to new data.

Once the training is completed, the LipVor Algorithm is ex-
ecuted again to certify if the ANN is now partially monotonic.
As observed in Figure V-A, the partial derivative of the ANN
w.r.t. the t input is positive in Ω and the LipVor Algorithm
converges after 581 iterations. Therefore the fine-tuned ANN
is certified partially monotonic in Ω.

B. Case Study: Ethical Monotonic Predictions for the ESL
dataset

The Employee Selection (ESL) dataset [43] comprises pro-
files of candidates applying for specific industrial roles. The
four input variables are scores, from 1 up to 9, assigned by
expert psychologists based on the psychometric test outcomes
and candidate interviews. The output presents an overall score
on an ordinal scale from 1 to 9, indicating the extent to which
each candidate is suitable for the job. As stated in [44], the
ESL dataset is one of the benchmarks in the literature on
monotonic datasets. Each four variables are monotone as a
better performance in a psychometric test should be reflected
in an increased overall score. Therefore, a model violating the
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

Fig. 3. Evolution of the Voronoi diagram generated by the LipVor Algorithm. (a) Evaluation of the partial derivative of the ANN w.r.t. the input t in the
domain. (b) Initialization of the Voronoi diagram using the training set. (c) Voronoi diagram expansion when the first counter-examples is detected by the
LipVor Algorithm. (d) Final iteration, after LipVor has reached the maximum number of steps, showing the partial monotonic subdomain and the found
counter-examples.

(a) (b)

Fig. 4. Partial monotonicity verification of the ANN using the LipVor
Algorithm. (a) Evaluation of the partial derivative of the ANN w.r.t. the input
t in the domain. (b) Visualization of the Voronoi Diagram generated by the
LipVor Algorithm after certifying partial monotonicity.

monotonic constraint would be generating unethical predic-
tions penalizing a candidate for having a better psychometric
test.

The dataset is comprised of four input variables and a total
of 488 instances. Within these instances, 75% (366 instances)
have been further divided into a 75/25 split for training
(274 instances) and validation (92 instances) purposes. The
remaining 25% (122 instances) has been allocated for testing.
As mentioned before, the four input variables have values
ranging in [1, 9]. Therefore, the inputs are min-max scaled
to transform each variable to [0, 1] so the inputs domain is
Ω = [0, 1]4 ⊂ R4.

An ANN with an architecture of 2 hidden layers with 5
neurons in each layer is trained. The activation function se-
lected for each neuron is tanh. In this case, an Adam optimizer
has been chosen with a learning rate of 0.001. Moreover, to
regularise the ANN, it has been considered a weight decay
of 0.005. The proposed strength of the penalization λ is
0.1 and the ANN is trained considering ε-monotonicity with
ε = 0.1. The training process was set to run for a maximum
of 5000 epochs, with a patience Np = 1000 epochs. The
training process ended after 2298 epochs obtaining the results
presented in Table I in training, validation and test sets.

After the training comes to an end, the LipVor Algorithm
is used to check whether the trained ANN is monotonic w.r.t.

TABLE I
TRAINING AND TEST MSE AND R2 RESULTS FOR THE TRAINED ANN

Training Validation Test
MAE 0.05356 0.04399 0.05444
R2 0.82696 0.90176 0.83488

the four input variables. In this case, the Lipschitz estimation
is L̂ = 0.91 and the LipVor Algorithm is computed starting
from 10 random points chosen from the training set. After
423 iterations, the LipVor Algorithm certifies that the whole
input space Ω is covered and, therefore, the trained ANN is
provably monotonic w.r.t. the input variables.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

In this article, it is proposed a novel algorithm (LipVor) to
certify if a black-box model fulfills a positivity condition based
on the Lipschitzianity of the model function. In particular, the
partial monotonicity of an ANN can be stated as a positivity
condition of the partial derivatives of the ANN. Therefore, it
is possible to apply the LipVor Algorithm to mathematically
certify if an ANN is partially monotonic or find counter-
examples. To do so, it is also presented an upper bound of
the Lipschitz constant of the partial derivatives of an ANN.

The obtained results underscore that using the LipVor Algo-
rithm opens up new possibilities in sectors, such as the banking
sector, where regulatory agencies require ethical predictions
posed as partial monotonic constraints. Furthermore, many
problems, such as the convexity of an ANN, can be formu-
lated as a positivity constraint and consequently, the LipVor
Algorithm could be used to certify other properties from an
ANN provably. Moreover, the methodology presented could
be extended to other ANN architectures such as convolutional
neural networks or other feed-forward layers such as normal-
ization layers. Besides, it is proposed as future research its
extension to recurrent neural networks or transformers.

APPENDIX A
PROOF OF THEOREM II.2

This appendix presents a proof of Theorem II.2, that states a
sufficient condition for an L-Lipschitz function f : Ω ⊆ Rn →
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R to be certified positive in Ω. First of all, let us present a
technical lemma that will allow us to check if a union of balls⋃

i∈I B(pi, δi) covers Ω.

Lemma A.1. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a compact domain and P =
{p1, p2, . . . , pk} a set of points defining a Voronoi diagram
with cells (Ri)i∈I , with I = {1, . . . , k}, if ∀ pj ∈ P it is
verified that

max
x∈Rj

d(x, pj) < δj ,

for some δj with j ∈ I , then

Ω ⊆
⋃
i∈I

B(pi, δi).

Proof. Let us prove the lemma by contradiction. Let us sup-
pose that there exists x∗ ∈ Ω such that x∗ ̸∈

⋃
i∈I B(pi, δi).

By definition of the Voronoi diagram in a compact space
Ω, there exists at least one pj ∈ P such that x∗ ∈ Rj . On
the other hand, as x∗ ̸∈

⋃
i∈I B(pi, δi), then d(x∗, pj) > δj .

Therefore

d(x∗, pj) > δj > max
x∈Rj

d(x, pj),

which is a contradiction with the initial supposition.

Recall that Proposition II.1 states that if f : Ω ⊂ Rn → R
is an L-Lipschitz function such that f(x0) > 0, with x0 ∈ Ω,
then there exists a radius δ0 = f(x0)

L of certified positivity
verifying that f(x) > 0, ∀ x ∈ B(x0, δ0). Therefore, given
a set of points P = {p1, p2, . . . , pk} and an L-Lipschitz
function f , the previous lemma can be used to state a sufficient
condition for f to be certified positive based on the evaluations
at P . Specifically, it suffices to check if the furthest point from
each Voronoi cell to the point defining the cell, is smaller than
the radius of certified positivity given by Proposition II.1.

Theorem A.2. Let Ω ⊂ Rn be a compact domain, P =
{p1, p2, . . . , pk} a set of points contained in Ω and V (P) =
(Rj)j∈I be the Voronoi diagram of P . Let f : Ω → R, with
f ∈ C0,1(Ω), an L-Lipschitz function and let δj =

f(pj)
L , ∀j ∈

I = {1, 2, . . . , k}, be the radius of certified positivity given by
Proposition II.1. Then if

max
x∈Rj

d(x, pj) < δj ∀j ∈ I (14)

the function f is positive in Ω.

Proof. Let x be a point in the compact domain Ω and suppose
that f verifies Eq. (14). Therefore, by Lemma A.1,

Ω ⊆
⋃
i∈I

B(pi, δi).

Consequently, by definition of the Voronoi diagram, there
exists a Voronoi cell Rj such that x ∈ Rj ⊆ B(pj , δj).
Therefore, by Proposition II.1, f(x) > 0. Consequently, f is
positive in the whole compact domain Ω.

APPENDIX B
PROOF OF THEOREM II.3

Recall that the LipVor Algorithm provides a mathematical
certification to check if a function f is positive in a compact
domain Ω. As mentioned in section II-C, one aspect worth
mentioning is the finiteness of the LipVor Algorithm. There-
fore, in this appendix, it is proven Theorem II.3 that states that
the LipVor Algorithm reaches a conclusion in a finite number
of steps and gives an upper bound of the maximum number
of iterations needed.

Let us start by recalling the definition of ε-positivity that
will be later used in Theorem B.2. Let f : Ω ⊆ Rn → R be
a function in a domain Ω, then, it is said that f is ε-positive,
with ε > 0, if

f(x) ≥ ε, ∀ x ∈ Ω.

Although ε-positivity might seem like a more restrictive condi-
tion than positivity, the following lemma will prove that every
positive function in a compact domain Ω is indeed ε-positive
for some ε. Moreover, it is trivial that an ε-positive function
is positive. Therefore, for continuous functions in compact
domains, ε-positivity is equivalent to positivity.

Lemma B.1. Let f : Ω ⊆ Rn → R be a positive continuous
function in a compact domain Ω. Then, there exists an εf,Ω >
0 such that

f(x) ≥ εf,Ω,∀ x ∈ Ω.

Proof. By continuity of f , the image of the compact domain
Ω is again a compact space in R. Therefore, by the Heine-
Borel Theorem [45], f(Ω) is closed and bounded. Hence, f
attains its minimum

εf,Ω = min (f(Ω)) ,

in f(Ω). Besides, as f is positive, it is verified that εf,Ω > 0.
Thus, by definition of the minimum of a set

f(x) ≥ εf,Ω,∀ x ∈ Ω.

Consequently, considering ε-positive functions is just a for-
mal requirement of Theorem B.2 that can be easily translated
to positivity of a function f in Ω by just lowering ε.

Theorem B.2. Let f : Ω ⊆ Rn → R be an L-Lipschitz
function, f ∈ C0,1(Ω) where Ω is a compact domain on
which the positivity wants to be certified. Then the maximum
number of iterations N needed by the LipVor Algorithm to fill
Ω, and therefore to certify positivity, or to find a non-ε-positive
counter-example is upper bounded by

N ≤ Vol(Ω̄)

Vol
(
B
(

ε
2L

)) , (15)

where B
(

ε
2L

)
is the ball of radius ε

2L and Ω̄ is the Minkowski
sum of the domain Ω and B

(
ε
2L

)
.

Proof. Let us suppose that, after executing the LipVor Al-
gorithm for N − 1 iterations, the sufficient condition stated
in Theorem A.2 is not fulfilled and therefore f is not yet
certified positive in Ω. Therefore, there are N − 1 points
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P = {p1, . . . , pN−1} ⊆ Ω selected by LipVor such that
f(pi) ≥ ε, ∀ i ∈ I = {1, 2, . . . , N−1} (otherwise there would
be already a counter-example of ε-positivity) but not verifying
Eq. (14).

By Proposition II.1, for every pi ∈ P there exists a radius
δi of positivity verifying

δi =
f(pi)

L
≥ ε

L
,

where L is the Lipschitz constant of f . Moreover, considering
(Ri)i∈I the Voronoi cells generated by P in Ω, let

P̃ = {pi ∈ P | max
x∈Ri

d(x, pi) ≥ δi}

be the subset of points of P such that the radius of certified
positivity is not enough to cover its corresponding Voronoi
cell. Then, by hypothesis, P̃ ≠ ∅ as Eq. (14) is not fulfilled.
Therefore, for every pi ∈ P̃ , it is verified that

max
x∈Ri

d(x, pi) ≥
f(pi)

L
≥ ε

L
.

Consequently, for any point pi ∈ P̃ the distance to its furthest
vertex vi verifies that d(pi, vi) ≥ ε

L . Therefore d(pj , vi) ≥ ε
L ,

∀ j ∈ I by definition of the Voronoi diagram. Moreover, as
every pi ∈ P has been selected using the LipVor Algorithm, in
particular d(pi, pj) ≥ ε

L ,∀ i ̸= j for the same reason explained
for the case of vi.

Taking this into account, there are N disjoint open balls of
radius δ = ε

2L centered at the set of points P ∪{vi} such that

B(pi, δ) ∩B(pj , δ) = ∅,∀ i, j ∈ I, i ̸= j,

and ⋃
i∈I

B(pi, δ) ⊂ Ω̄,

where Ω̄ is the domain Ω extended by ε
2L given by

Ω̄ = Ω +B
(
x,

ε

2L

)
=
⋃
x∈Ω

B
(
x,

ε

2L

)
.

with + representing the Minkowski sum. Therefore,

Vol

(⋃
i∈I

B(xi, δ)

)
= N ·Vol

(
B
(
xi,

ε

2L

))
≤ Vol(Ω̄),

which implies that

N ≤ Vol(Ω̄)

Vol
(
B
(

ε
2L

)) .
Lastly, if Ω ⊆ Rn is a compact domain, then by the Heine-

Borel Theorem [45], Ω is closed and bounded. Therefore, up
to translation, there exists an n-dimensional hyperrectangle
Hn = [0, a1]× [0, a2]×· · ·× [0, an] with ai > 0,∀ 1 ≤ i ≤ n
such that Ω ⊆ Hn. Consequently,

Vol(Ω̄) ≤ Vol(Hn) =

n∏
i=1

(
ai +

ε

L

)n
.

Therefore, as the volume of an n-dimensional ball is given by

Vol(B(R)) =
π

n
2 ·Rn

Γ
(
n
2 + 1

) ,

where Γ is the gamma function, then

N ≤ Vol(Ω̄)

Vol
(
B
(

ε
2L

)) ≤
(
ai +

ε
L

)n(
π

n
2 ·( ε

2L )
n

Γ(n
2 +1)

)
≤
(
2 · (a · L+ ε)

π
1
2 · ε

)n

Γ
(n
2
+ 1
)
,

considering a = max1≤i≤n{ai}. Consequently, it is clear that
the LipVor algorithm concludes in a finite number of steps.

APPENDIX C
UPPER BOUND OF THE LIPSCHITZ CONSTANT OF AN

ANN’S PARTIAL DERIVATIVE

Given the tensor formulation of an ANN proposed in [46],
the Jacobian matrix and Hessian tensor can be described in
terms of the weight tensors and the Jacobians and Hessians
of its layers. We will use this description to compute the
necessary upper bounds for the Hessian. Therefore, the first
step will be to describe the aforementioned formulation.

Recall that an ANN g : Rn → R can be described as a
composition of linear transformations with activation functions
such that

o0 = x,

zl = ol−1 ·W l + bl for l = 1, 2, . . . ,K, (16)

ol = φl
(
zl
)
, for l = 1, 2, . . . ,K,

y = g(x;W,b) = φK
(
oK−1 ·WK + bK

)
,

where x represents the input data, W l represent the weights,
bl the bias and φl the activation function of the lth layer.
Therefore, under the aforementioned notation, the 0-layer
(input layer) can be considered as a linear transformation
where W 0 = In, b0 = 0n and φ0(x) = x. Moreover,
following Eq. (16), the weight matrix of the lth layer is given
by

W l =

(
∂zlk
∂ol−1

j

)
j,k

∈ Rnl−1

× Rnl

, 0 ≤ j ≤ nl−1,≤ k ≤ nl.

According to the methodology proposed in [46], the Ja-
cobian matrix and the Hessian tensor of the lth layer w.r.t.
the inputs in the pth layer will be denoted by J l

p and H l
p

respectively. Consequently, given an ANN with K layers, the
Jacobian matrix J l

0 ∈ Rn0 × Rnl

of the lth layer with nl

neurons, with 0 < l ≤ K, w.r.t. the n0 = n inputs is given by

J l
0 = J l−1

0 ·W l · J l
l , (17)

where J l
l =

(
∂φl

j(z
l)

∂zl
i

)
i,j

, with 1 ≤ i, j ≤ nl, is the Jacobian

matrix of the output of the lth layer w.r.t. zl.
On the other hand, the Hessian of the lth layer w.r.t. the

inputs can be equally stated in its tensor form as

H l
0 =

(
J l−1
0 ·W l

)
⊗i

(
J l−1
0 ·W l

)
⊗j H

l
l

+H l−1
0 ⊗k (W k · J l

l ), (18)
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Fig. 5. Hessian Tensor of the lth layer (Hl
l ) of an ANN [46].

where H l
l =

(
∂φl(zl

k)

∂zl
j∂z

l
i

)
i,j,k

∈ Rnl × Rnl × Rnl

is the 3D

Hessian tensor of the output of the lth layer w.r.t. the input
of that layer. Moreover, ⊗a is the tensor multiplication of an
n-dimensional tensor by a matrix along each of the layers
of the a axis (Figure 5). For instance, following the Einstein
notation, considering a 3D tensor T = (Tijk) and a matrix
M = (Mlm), then ⊗i is the multiplication along the layers of
the i-axis of T , given by

(T⊗iM)ijk =
∑
t

TijtMtk, (M⊗iT )ijk =
∑
t

MjtTitk.

Under the aforementioned notation, it can be stated the
following theorem that establishes an upper bound for the
Hessian of an ANN and therefore an upper estimation L̂ of
the Lipschitz constant L.

Theorem C.1. Let g : Ω ⊆ Rn → R be an ANN with K-layers,
then the Lipschitz constant LK

xr
of the rth partial derivative

gxr
of an ANN verifies that

LK
xr

≤ L̂K
xr

:= max |aKk |·∥W 1
1j∥·∥W 1∥·∥W 2∥2· . . . ·∥WK∥2

+ L̂K−1
xr

· ∥WK∥,

where W k is the weight matrix of the kth layer, W 1
1j is the first

row of the weight matrix W 1, L̂K−1
xr

is the upper bound of Lip-
schitz constant of the rth partial derivative of the K−1 layer
of the ANN, aKk = ∥HK

K ∥∞ := max1≤i≤n

(∑n
j=1

(
HK

K

)
i,j

)
and rest of the matrix norms are L2 norms.

Proof. Let us prove the theorem by induction over the number
of layers of the NN.

Base Case (n = 1)
According to Eq. (18), the Hessian tensor H1

0 can be written
as

H1
0 =

(
J0
0 ·W 1

)
⊗i

(
J0
0 ·W 1

)
⊗j H

1
1 +H0

0 ⊗k (W 1 · J1
1 ),

with H1
0 ∈ Rn0 × Rn0 × Rn1

.
However, to find an upper estimation of the the Lipschitz

constant of the rth partial derivative Lxr
it is not necessary

to find a bound for the norm of H1
0 but for

H̃1
0 = er ⊗i H

1
0 =

(
∂o1k

∂xj∂xr

)
j,k

, 1 ≤ j, k ≤ nl,

where
er = (0, . . . , 0, 1

⌢
r

, 0, . . . , 0)

is the rth vector of the canonical base (Fig. 5). Therefore, Eq.
(18) reduces to

H̃1
0 =

((
er ⊗i J

0
0

)
·W 1

)
⊗i

(
J0
0 ·W 1

)
⊗j H

1
1

+
(
er ⊗i H

0
0

)
⊗k (W 1 · J1

1 )

=
(
J̃0
0 ·W 1

)
⊗i

(
J0
0 ·W 1

)
⊗j H

1
1 +�

��
0

H̃0
0 ⊗k (W 1 · J1

1 )

=
(
er ·W 1

)
⊗i

(
Inl ·W 1

)
⊗j H

1
1

=
(
W 1

1j ⊗i H
1
1

)
·
(
W 1
)t
.

Therefore,

∥H̃1
0∥ ≤

∥∥W 1
1j ⊗i H

1
1

∥∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
I

·
∥∥W 1

∥∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
II

,

where W 1
1j ∈ Rn1

is the first row of the matrix of weights
W 1 ∈ Rn0 ×Rn1

. On the other hand, H1
1 = D3(a11, . . . , .a

1
n1)

is a diagonal 3D tensor, as the output of the kth neuron of the
first layer o1k = φ1(z1k) only depends on kth input z1k. Hence

W 1
1j ⊗i H

1
1 = (w1

11, . . . , w
1
1n1)⊗i D3(a11, . . . , .a

1
n1)

= w1
11 ·


a11 0 · · · 0
0 0 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · 0

+ · · ·+ w1
1n1 ·


0 0 · · · 0
0 0 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · a1n1



=


w1

11 · a11 0 · · · 0
0 0 · · · 0
...

...
. . .

...
0 0 · · · w1

1n1 · a1n1


= D2(w1

11 · a11, · · · , w1
1n1 · a1n1). (19)

Hence,

I =
∥∥W 1

1j ⊗i H
1
1

∥∥ ≤ max
k∈{1,...,n1}

|a1k| ·
∥∥W 1

1j

∥∥
and

∥H̃1
0∥ ≤ L̂1

xr
:=
∥∥W 1

1j ⊗i H
1
1

∥∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
I

·
∥∥W 1

∥∥︸ ︷︷ ︸
II

= max
k∈{1,...,n1}

|a1k| ·
∥∥W 1

1j

∥∥ · ∥∥W 1
∥∥ .

Induction Step. Suppose the case is true for l−1 layers and
let us prove it for the lth layer.

If the ANN has l layers, then according to Eq. (18),

H l
0 =

(
J l−1
0 ·W l

)
⊗i

(
J l−1
0 ·W l

)
⊗jH

l
l +H l−1

0 ⊗k (W
l ·J l

l ).
(20)
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Therefore, to find L̂l
xr

is it necessary to find an upper bound
of the norm of H̃ l

0 = er ⊗i H
l
0. Consequently, using Eq. (20),

H̃ l
0 =

((
er ⊗i J

l−1
0

)
·W l

)
⊗i

(
J l−1
0 ·W l

)
⊗j H

l
l

+
(
er ⊗i H

l−1
0

)
⊗k (W l · J l

l )

=
(
J̃ l−1
0 ·W l

)
⊗i

(
J l−1
0 ·W l

)
⊗j H

l
l + H̃ l−1

0 ⊗k (W l · J l
l )

=
((

J̃ l−1
0 ·W l

)
⊗i H

l
l

)
·
(
J l−1
0 ·W l

)t︸ ︷︷ ︸
I

+
(
H̃ l−1

0 · (W l · J l
l )
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
II

.

Thus, following the triangle inequality
∥∥∥H̃ l

0

∥∥∥ = ∥I + II∥ ≤
∥I∥ + ∥II∥. Hence, after finding an upper bound for I and II,
it can be found an upper bound for

∥∥∥H̃ l
0

∥∥∥.
Supposed true the inductive hypothesis for l − 1, then∥∥∥H̃ l−1

0

∥∥∥ ≤ L̃l−1
xr

,

and therefore, as H̃ l−1
0 ∈ Rn0 × Rnl−1

, then

∥II∥ =
∥∥∥H̃ l−1

0 · (W l · J l
l )
∥∥∥ ≤

∥∥∥H̃ l−1
0

∥∥∥ · ∥∥W l
∥∥ · ∥∥J l

l

∥∥
≤ L̃l−1

xr
·
∥∥W l

∥∥ .
Therefore, we have already found an upper bound for ∥II∥.
On the other hand, ∥I∥ can be upper bounded by considering
that

∥I∥ ≤
∥∥∥((J̃ l−1

0 ·W l
)
⊗i H

l
l

)∥∥∥∥∥J l−1
0

∥∥ · ∥∥W l
∥∥ .

First of all, according to Eq. (17), the Jacobian J l
0 of the

lth layer w.r.t. the input layer can be described as

J l
0 = J0

0 ·W 1 · J1
1 · . . . ·W l · J l

l ,

and therefore
∥∥J l

0

∥∥ ≤
∏

1≤i≤l

∥∥W l
∥∥.

Moreover, J̃ l−1
0 ·W l ∈ Rnl

. Consequently, as H l
l is a 3D

diagonal tensor such that H l
l = D3(a11, . . . , a

2
n2), then by the

same principle followed in Eq. (19),∥∥∥(J̃ l−1
0 ·W l

)
⊗i H

l
l

∥∥∥ ≤ max
k∈{1,...,nl}

|alk| ·
∥∥∥J̃ l−1

0 ·W l
∥∥∥ ,

and then by Eq. (17),

J̃ l−1
0 ·W l = er · J0

0 ·W 1 · J1
1 · . . . ·W l · J l

l =⇒∥∥∥J̃ l−1
0 ·W l

∥∥∥ ≤
∥∥W 1

1j

∥∥ · ∥∥W 2
∥∥ · . . . · ∥∥W l

∥∥ .
Consequently,

∥I∥ ≤
∥∥∥((J̃ l−1

0 ·W l
)
⊗i H

l
l

)∥∥∥∥∥J l−1
0

∥∥ · ∥∥W l
∥∥

≤ max
k∈{1,...,nl}

|alk|·
∥∥W 1

1j

∥∥·∥∥W 2
∥∥· . . . ·∥∥W l

∥∥ ( ∏
1≤i≤l

∥∥W l
∥∥) =

max
k∈{1,...,nl}

|alk| ·
∥∥W 1

1j

∥∥ · ∥∥W 1
∥∥ · ∥∥W 2

∥∥2 · . . . · ∥∥W l
∥∥2 .

Consequently, as
∥∥∥H̃2

0

∥∥∥ ≤ ∥I∥+ ∥II∥, then

LK
xr

≤ L̂K
xr

:= max |aKk |·∥W 1
1j∥·∥W 1∥·∥W 2∥2· . . . ·∥WK∥2

+ L̂K−1
xr

· ∥WK∥.
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