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Abstract

Neural networks have emerged as powerful tools for mapping between inputs and outputs. However, their black-box
nature limits the ability to encode or impose specific structural relationships between inputs and outputs. While various
studies have introduced architectures that ensure the network’s output adheres to a particular form in relation to certain
inputs, the majority of these approaches impose constraints on only a single set of inputs, leaving others unconstrained.
This paper introduces a novel neural network architecture, termed the Input Specific Neural Network (ISNN), which
extends this concept by allowing scalar-valued outputs to be subject to multiple constraints. Specifically, the ISNN can
enforce convexity in some inputs, non-decreasing monotonicity combined with convexity with respect to others, and
simple non-decreasing monotonicity or arbitrary relationships with additional inputs. To the best of our knowledge,
this is the first work that proposes a framework that simultaneously comprehensively imposes all these constraints.
The paper presents two distinct ISNN architectures, along with equations for the first and second derivatives of the
output with respect to the inputs. These networks are broadly applicable.

In this work, we restrict their usage to solving problems in computational mechanics. In particular, we show how they
can be effectively applied to fitting data-driven constitutive models. We remark, that due to their increased ability to
implicitly model constraints, we can show that ISNNs require fewer inputs than existing input convex neural networks
when modeling polyconvex hyperelastic functions. We then embed our trained data-driven constitutive laws into a
finite element solver where significant time savings can be achieved by using explicit manual differentiation using the
derived equations as opposed to automatic differentiation. Manual differentiation also enables seamless employment of
trained ISNNs in commercial solvers where automatic differentiation may not be possible. We also show how ISNNs
can be used to learn structural relationships between inputs and outputs via a binary gating mechanism. Particularly,
ISNNs are employed to model an anisotropic free energy potential to get the homogenized macroscopic response in a
decoupled multiscale setting, where the network learns whether or not the potential should be modeled as polyconvex,
and retains only the relevant layers while using the minimum number of inputs.

1 Introduction

Neural networks (NNs) have proven to be reliable tools for mapping functions between inputs and outputs, and have
found applications in a wide array of disciplines including, but not limited to, engineering, finance, and social sciences
[1, 2, 3, 4]. However, a common critique of NNs is their black-box nature [5, 6], i.e., the ability to obtain simple
functional expressions to link the inputs and outputs is lost due to overparameterization. Consequently, it is generally
also not possible to prove structural relationships, e.g. convexity, between the inputs and the outputs. This is a major
issue in the realm of scientific machine learning since structural relationships are often known and could be leveraged.
These generally stem from physical principles or assumptions involved in deriving mathematical tools to solve physical
systems [7, 8, 9, 10].
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One option to incorporate the constraints is by employing a form of informed neural network [11, 12]. These rely on
modifying the loss term such that the violation of the preestablished structural relationships is penalized. In a sense,
these networks only softly enforce the constraints [13] and they might be violated especially outside of the domain
spanned by the training data.

A more effective, albeit involved, method relies on constructing neural network architectures that, by construction,
enforce these structural relationships. By doing so, the hope is that not only can the training data be reduced, but the
network is also expected to have better generalization to out-of-distribution data. Some examples of these networks
include input convex or partially input convex neural networks [14] and monotone or partially monotone networks
[15]. As the names suggest, these neural network architectures enforce convexity or monotonicity with respect to
some inputs while allowing arbitrary relationships to other inputs.

However, to the best of the authors’ knowledge, the majority of such network architectures only impose a single
constraint on a set of inputs, leaving others unconstrained. In this work, we present a novel neural network termed
input specific neural networks (ISNNs) that is able to impose multiple, different constraints on different sets of inputs
for a scalar-valued output. More specifically, ISNNs can enforce convexity to some inputs, monotonicity combined
with convexity with respect to others, and simple monotonicity or arbitrary relationships with additional inputs. This
is the first work to impose multiple constraints in this comprehensive manner simultaneously. Two architectures are
presented for ISNNs with varying complexity along with their analytical derivatives. Along with these architectures,
constraints that must be enforced are presented in order to preserve the required structural forms of the output with
respect to the given inputs.

This paper is organized as follows. The proposed ISNN architectures are presented in section 2. These architectures
are then put to test in section 3 where the results are compared with existing neural network formulations. Particularly,
we start off with two toy problems. We then turn to computational mechanics and solve an inverse problem in isotropic
hyperelasticity where we show that the ISNNs outperform partially input convex NNs. We highlight that we are able to
reduce the number of required invariant inputs for the forward problem under polyconvex assumptions. A comparative
study of the computational cost of manual and automatic derivatives is also presented. Furthermore, section 3 also
introduces an ISNN formulation that can learn structural relationships between the inputs and the output, in case these
are not known a priori. The paper ends with a brief discussion of the results and the conclusions in section 4.

2 Neural Network Architecture

In this section, we present two architectures for ISNNs. These architectures vary in complexity and the choice of
architecture can be problem specific. Figures 1 and 2 show an illustration of each network whereas the following
sections will contain a more mathematical treatment of them. The analytical derivatives (first and second order) for
each network are presented in Appendix A, along with the constraints to attain desired structural forms between inputs
and output.

In the following W and b are trainable weight matrices and bias vectors, respectively which form learnable affine
transforms such as F and G. The symbol σ denotes an activation function with the subscripts highlighting different
constraints imposed on them as will be explained subsequently. In both architectures, the network is convex with
respect to inputs x0, convex and monotonically non-decreasing with respect to y0, only monotonically non-decreasing
with t0 and arbitrary with respect to z0.

ISNN-1: Type 1 input specific neural network

The network takes as input x0, y0, t0, z0 and gives the output P (x0, y0, t0, z0) := xHx
∈ R.

yh+1 = σmc

(
yhW

[yy]T

h + b
[y]
h

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Gh

, h = 0, . . . ,Hy − 1 (1)

zh+1 = σa

(
zhW

[zz]T

h + b
[z]
h

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Jh

, h = 0, . . . ,Hz − 1 (2)

th+1 = σm

(
thW

[tt]T

h + b
[t]
h

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Hh

, h = 0, . . . ,Ht − 1 (3)
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Figure 1: ISNN-1 schematic with the terms inside the activation functions corresponding to those from Eq. (1) to Eq.
(5).

x1 = σmc

(
x0W

[xx]T

0 + b
[x]
0 + yHyW

[xy]T + zHzW
[xz]T + tHtW

[xt]T
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
F0

(4)

xh+1 = σmc

(
xhW

[xx]T

h + b
[x]
h

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Fh

, h = 1, . . . ,Hx − 1 (5)

• Convex with respect to x0 given W
[xx]
h is non-negative for h = 1, . . . ,Hx − 1 and σmc is a convex, mono-

tonically non-decreasing function.

• Convex and monotonically non-decreasing with respect to y0 given W
[yy]
h and W

[xy]
h are non-negative and

σmc is a convex, monotonically non-decreasing function.

• Arbitrary with respect to z0. For this case, σa can take any form and there are no restrictions on W
[zz]
h and

W
[xz]
h .

• Monotonically increasing with respect to t0, but not necessarily convex. Both W
[tt]
h and W

[xt]
h have to be

non-negative whereas σm needs only to be a monotonically non-decreasing function.

ISNN-2: Type 2 input specific neural network

The network takes as input x0, y0, t0, z0 and gives the output P (x0, y0, t0, z0) := xH ∈ R.

yh+1 = σmc

(
yhW

[yy]T

h + b
[y]
h

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Gh

, h = 0, . . . ,H − 2 (6)

zh+1 = σa

(
zhW

[zz]T

h + b
[z]
h

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Jh

, h = 0, . . . ,H − 2 (7)

th+1 = σm

(
thW

[tt]T

h + b
[t]
h

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Hh

, h = 0, . . . ,H − 2 (8)

x1 = σmc

(
x0W

[xx]T

0 + y0W
[xy]T

0 + z0W
[xz]T

0 + t0W
[xt]T

0 + b
[x]
0

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

F0

(9)
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Figure 2: ISNN-2 schematic with the terms inside the activation functions corresponding to those from Eq. (6) to Eq.
(10).

xh+1 = σmc

(
xhW

[xx]T

h + x0W
[xx0]

T

h + yhW
[xy]T

h + zhW
[xz]T

h + thW
[xt]T

h + b
[x]
h

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Fh

, h = 1, . . . ,H − 1 (10)

• Convex with respect to x0 given W
[xx]
h is non-negative for h = 1, . . . ,H and σmc is a convex, monotonically

non-decreasing function whereas W[xx0]
h can take any value.

• Convex and monotonically non-decreasing with respect to y0 given W
[yy]
h and W

[xy]
h are non-negative for

h = 0, . . . ,H and σmc is a convex, monotonically non-decreasing function.

• Arbitrary with respect to z0. As before, σa can take any form and there are no restrictions on W
[zz]
h and

W
[xz]
h .

• Monotonically increasing with respect to t0, but not necessarily convex. Both W
[tt]
h and W

[xt]
h have to be

non-negative for h = 0, . . . ,H whereas σm needs only to be a monotonically non-decreasing function.
• All the biases can be negative or positive and do not affect any of the constraints.

Remark 1 Note that the output from the last layer of the neural network is generally not placed inside an activation
function. Here, the activation function is used with the output to avoid having to write the last layer separately.
However, even without the activation function in the output layer, the constraints are not violated. The networks
illustrated in Figures 1 and 2 do not have the activation function around the last layer.

Remark 2 The so-called pass-through layers/skip connections generally help with the representative power of the
network. In the architecture presented, they are only used for the inputs x0. However, they can also be used for other
inputs if needed, with due consideration towards the constraints.

Remark 3 Generally, a problem will not require all the constraints enforced in the neural networks presented here.
In case a convexity constraint with respect to some inputs is present, the network architecture can easily be modified
to remove other inputs/constraints e.g. by setting all the weights and biases associated with those inputs to zero.
However, the modification of the neural network might be more involved if there are no inputs requiring convexity. For
example, [16] used a monotonic network to model isotropic hyperelastic potentials with relaxed ellipticity conditions.
Nevertheless, similar techniques as shown in the architecture presented here can be applied to pass through the
information between the network branches associated with different inputs.

3 Applications

In this section, we present applications of ISNNs. Specifically, we start off by comparing the extrapolation capabilities
of ISNNs with Feed-Forward Neural Networks (FFNNs) for two toy problems. Then, we employ ISNNs to solve

4
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(a) Training Loss (b) Test loss

Figure 3: (a) Training loss and the (b) test loss for both ISNN architectures and the FFNN for the dataset generated
using Eq. (12). For each architecture, the solid line shows the mean loss over 10 different initializations whereas the
shaded region shows the standard deviation.

inverse problems in finite strain hyperelasticity, comparing the results with the current state-of-the-art methodologies
for such problems. Next, we embed a trained ISNN into a finite element solver to analyze 3D Cook’s membrane
under specified boundary conditions. We furthermore compare the required computing time for obtaining first and
second derivatives of the network through automatic and manual differentiation. We report significant time savings by
evaluating the derivatives manually. As a final application, we use ISNNs to actually learn the structural relationships
between the inputs and outputs. Specifically, ISNNs are used to assess whether a given stress-strain dataset can be
modeled through a polyconvex potential or not. All the following models are implemented in PyTorch [17] and employ
the Adam optimizer [18] for training. As activation functions, in the following, we use:

σmc(x) = log(1 + exp(x)) , σm(x) = σa(x) =
1

1 + exp(−x)
, (11)

which fulfill the constraint requirements.

3.1 Toy problems

Consider the following additively split function:

f = exp(−0.5x) + log(1 + exp(0.4y)) + tanh(t) + sin(z)− 0.4. (12)

Clearly this function is convex in x, convex and monotonically increasing w.r.t. y, monotonically increasing w.r.t.
t and arbitrary w.r.t. z. We employ ISNNs to fit the response and evaluate the extrapolation behavior. The results
from both architectures are compared with those from an unconstrained FFNN. We generate the training dataset by
evaluating Eq. (12) after sampling 500 times in the domain x, y, t, z ∈ {0.0, 4.0} using Latin Hypercube Sampling
(LHS) [19]. The test dataset contains 5000 samples and is generated for x, y, t, z ∈ {0.0, 6.0} again using LHS.
We trained an FFNN and both ISNN architectures on this data for 10 different initializations of network weights and
biases. The number of trainable parameters for FFNN was 2041 with 2 hidden layers with 30 neurons each whereas
ISNN-1 had 1600 trainable parameters with two hidden layers for each input with 10 neurons in each layer. ISNN-2
contained 1 hidden layer for each input with 15 neurons each adding to a total of 1877 trainable parameters. The
training loss is shown in Figure 3a, while Figure 3b compares the performance of each model on the test data. We
see that the training loss is comparable for FFNN and ISNN-2 while ISNN-1 performs worse. However, its test loss
is better compared to the other two architectures. We can see that both ISNN architectures are able to outperform
FFNN on test data. However, its lower error on the training data might make ISNN-2 the preferred choice. This is
also evident from Figure 4 where we evaluate each trained model for x = y = t = z ∈ {0.0, 6.0}. We can see that
FFNN is worse in extrapolation. The ISNN architectures seem to extrapolate better, potentially, due to their embedded
constraints.

Next, consider the following multiplicatively split function:

g(x, y, z, t) = fx · fy · fz · ft , (13)

5
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(a) FFNN (b) ISNN-1

(c) ISNN-2

Figure 4: Each model’s predictive behavior for data seen during training, denoted with Interpolated response and on
unseen data denoted with Extrapolated response for the dataset generated using Eq. (12). For each architecture, the
solid line shows the mean loss over 10 different initializations whereas the shaded region shows the standard deviation.

where,
fx = exp(−0.3x), fy = (0.15y)2

ft = tanh(0.3t), fz = 0.2 sin(0.5z + 2) + 0.5 .
(14)

The function g is convex in x, convex and monotonically increasing in y, monotonically increasing in t, and arbitrary
in z. The training and test datasets are generated similarly as before, with the only difference being the range for
test data which is now set to x, y, t, z ∈ {0.0, 10.0}. We again train each network with 10 different initializations of
weights and biases. The training loss for all three architectures along with the test loss is shown in Figure 5. We see
that both ISNN architectures perform comparably during training whereas FFNN seems to overfit the training data.
This is then evident in the test loss where ISNN architectures outperform FFNN. The responses for each model are
shown in Figure 6 for the function g evaluated at x = y = t = z ∈ {0.0, 10.0}. Due to the complexity of the function,
it appears difficult for all networks to obtain accurate fits in the extrapolation regime. However, we obverse that the
ISNNs are still able to capture the general trend of the function due to their constrained nature whereas the FFNN
appears unable to follow the functional response.

3.2 Inverse problems in hyperelasticity

Next, we employ ISNNs to solve inverse problems in isotropic hyperelasticity. We compare their performance against
partially input convex neural networks (pICNNs) which have previously been employed [20, 21] to solve such prob-
lems. We will provide a brief overview. Interested readers are referred to the aforementioned references for a more
detailed formulation. The mechanical response of hyperelastic materials is generally defined by a strain energy po-
tential Ψ which depends on the deformation gradient F and some material or design parameters D. The ellipticity

6
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(a) (b)

Figure 5: (a) Training and (b) test losses for both ISNN architectures and the FFNN for the dataset generated using
Eq. (13). For each architecture, the solid line shows the mean loss over 10 different initializations whereas the shaded
region shows the standard deviation.

(a) FFNN (b) ISNN-1

(c) ISNN-2

Figure 6: Each model’s predictive behavior for data seen during training, denoted with Interpolated response and on
unseen data denoted with Extrapolated response for the dataset generated using Eq. (13). For each architecture, the
solid line shows the mean loss over 10 different initializations whereas the shaded region shows the standard deviation.
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of this potential ensures material stability [22]. Since ensuring ellipticity is not straightforward, we ensure polycon-
vexity of the potential as that guarantees sequential weak lower semicontinuity. Although it is a stronger condition, a
polyconvex potential, along with coercivity ensures the existence of a minimizer in elastostatics [23].

A free energy potential is polyconvex if and only if there exists a function P such that

Ψ(F,D) = P(F,CofF,detF,D), (15)

where P is convex with regard to the minors of F, i.e., F, Cof F, and detF. From the strain energy function, the
second Piola-Kirchhoff stress can be obtained with S = 2∂CΨ.

In the case of isotropy, the polyconvex potential can be formulated in terms of the invariants of the Cauchy-Green
deformation tensor C = FTF. This also allows us to adhere to material frame indifference and symmetry constraints.
Interested readers are referred to [7] for an overview of all physical and mechanistic constraints of the polyconvex
potential and how to enforce them in a neural network setting.

We design the NN-based potential ΨNN by specifying the invariants I = {I1 = trC, I2 = trCofC, I3 = J = detF}
as its input. The complete potential then takes the form:

Ψ = ΨNN (I1, I2, I3)−ΨNN (3, 3, 1)− o(I3 − 1) , . (16)

The second term ensures the potential is zero at the undeformed configuration and

o = 2

(
∂Ī1

Ψ+ 2∂Ī2
Ψ+

1

2
∂Ī3

)
, (17)

with Ī1, Ī2 and Ī3 evaluated at C = I ensures a stress-free condition at the undeformed configuration. Since this term
is a linear function of I3 = J , we preserve polyconvexity of the potential. The growth condition can also be added to
the potential [7], however, it is rather theoretical in nature [24] since we never practically experience cases where I3
would go to zero or infinity.

To ensure polyconvexity, we need to be convex and monotonically increasing in I1 and I2 [25] and only convex in
I3. With the existing pICNN architectures, it is not possible to simply enforce these two constraints. In particular,
as reported in [7], existing architectures can only be either convex or monotonically non-decreasing in a subset of its
inputs (and free in the remaining ones). Therefore, currently, in order to conform with the polyconvexity constraints,
all the invariants (I1, I2 and J) are modeled as convex, monotonically non-decreasing in all existing works of the
literature, see e.g. [26, 27]. However, due to this overconstraint, these models are unable to represent negative stresses
[7, 24] and therefore add an additional invariant (−2J) to the input set. This means that instead of three inputs
(I1, I2, J) the neural networks require four inputs (I1, I2, J,−2J) leading to larger network sizes and less intuitive
modeling from a practitioner’s perspective. One of the big advantages of the presented ISNNs is that there is no such
requirement. Furthermore, the network can be arbitrary with respect to the design parameters D, or if we know the
structural relationship between (some of) the design parameters and the free energy a priori, we can also pass it to the
corresponding branch of the ISNN.

For our inverse problem, we intend to find the design parameters that correspond to a particular stress response. In
particular, assume we aim for target stresses S⋆ at particular strains I⋆. Given a training dataset {(I†,D†),S†}, we
therefore try to identify the design parameter D⋆ that correspond to the relationship I⋆−S⋆. We can solve this problem
by using physics-augmented neural networks as recently proposed in [21].

We formalize this through the following optimization problem:

argmin
D⋆

∥S⋆ − Ŝ⋆(I⋆,D⋆;θ)∥22

s.t. argmin
θ

∥S† − Ŝ†(I†,D†;θ)∥22,
(18)

where θ are the trainable neural network parameters. The hat (•̂) denotes predicted stresses obtained from NN-based
potentials. We solve the optimization problem sequentially by breaking the problem down into two subproblems: the
forward problem and the inverse problem. The forward problem involves training the neural networks to the dataset
of the form {(C†,D†),S†}. In this work, we generate the data using the Blatz and Ko model [28, 29] which describes
a coupled representation of the isochoric and volumetric parts of a free energy potential

Ψ(I1, I2, J, µ, β) =
µ

4

[
(I1 − 3) +

1

β
(J−2β − 1)

]
+

µ

4

[(
I2
J2

− 3

)
+

1

β
(J2β − 1)

]
, (19)

where µ is the shear modulus and β = ν
1−2ν with ν being the Poisson’s ratio. We treat µ and β as the design parameters.

From the functional form, and also intuitively, we know that the free energy, or the associated stresses, should increase

8



Input Specific Neural Networks A PREPRINT

Figure 7: Training loss for different architectures on the isotropic hyperelasticity dataset generated using Eq. (19).

with increasing shear modulus so we can pass it to the monotonically increasing branch of ISNN. However, we assume
we cannot say anything with certainty about how β affects the potential. Therefore, we add it to the free branch of
ISNN. Note that in existing pICNN architectures all design parameters can only be passed to the free branch which
might result in poor extrapolation performance for the design parameters. To generate the dataset, we generate 500
samples of F from the deformation gradient space, bounded by ∆ around the undeformed configuration (F = I), i.e.,
Fij ∈ δij + [−∆,∆] with ∆ = 0.2. We rely on Latin Hypercube Sampling. From Eq. (19), we obtain the stresses
for different design parameters. For training data, we choose the material parameters from the ranges µ ∈ {1.0, 7.0}
and β ∈ {0.125, 2.0}. The range chosen for β corresponds to a Poisson’s ratio ν ∈ {0.1, 0.4}. We therefore generate
a dataset {(Ik, µi, βj),Sk} with i, j = 1, . . . , 7 and k = 1, . . . , 500. Hence, for all the combinations of these inputs,
we get 7× 7× 500 sets of input data.

We optimize the neural network parameters over 2× 105 epochs. The models were trained on the generated dataset to
obtain a parametrized representation of the free energy potential. The training loss for each framework is shown
in Figure 7. This concludes the forward problem. Now we solve the inverse problem where, using our trained
neural networks, we aim to find the design parameters that would result in a desired stress response. To this end,
we employ Covariant Matrix Adaptation Evolutionary Strategy (CMA-ES) [30, 31] to minimize the loss between the
target stresses and the ones predicted from the trained NN-based potentials for a given set of design parameters. The
results for the inverse problem with both material parameters in the range of the training dataset are presented in
Appendix B. For a more challenging problem, we generate the test target data with extrapolated values for the shear
modulus, i.e., we set µ = 8.0 and β = 1.0. We ran the inverse problem 10 times for each framework with different
initial values for the design parameters and the results for the pICNN model are presented in Figure 8 whereas Figures
9 and 10 report the results for ISNN-1 and ISNN-2 respectively. Figure 11 shows the evolution of the mean squared
error between the true and predicted stresses over the (inverse design) optimization problem. While pICNNs have
been employed successfully for such problems [20, 21], we see that ISNNs seem to perform better, especially in
extrapolation. To conclude this section, we argue that any sort of prior information that is available about the structural
relationship between inputs and outputs should be implicitly incorporated into the neural network. Doing so should
also lead to better performance in the low-data regime. Due to their flexibility ISSNs has shown to extend the set of
available tools.

3.3 Finite element analysis

The main goal of modeling constitutive relationships is to use them in structural analysis. For a vast majority of
problems in solid mechanics, finite element (FE) analysis is considered the go-to technique for analyzing different
structures. For a nonlinear setting in such analyses, the constitutive relationships are called upon at each integration
point to get the stress and tangent modulus for the corresponding deformations. Historically, this was done using
phenomenological models for free energy and their first and second derivatives for stress and modulus representations,
respectively. However, owing to the strides made in the field of constitutive modeling using neural networks, we
can now replace these phenomenological models with neural network representations of the free energy [32, 33, 34].
While this serves as a promising alternative for modeling complex material behavior, embedding these networks in
commercial finite element software is not always straightforward. This challenge arises from the fact that existing ML
libraries rely on automatic differentiation capabilities that allow the users to take derivatives of neural networks. Due
to their complexity, it is not straightforward to derive these derivatives manually, especially as their size grows.

9
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(a) (b)

Figure 8: The evolution for (a) β and (b) µ for the inverse problem over 10 different initializations using CMA-ES for
the parametrized potential trained using pICNN. Here, the solid line indicates the mean value of these parameters with
the green-shaded region depicting the training data range.

(a) (b)

Figure 9: The evolution for (a) β and (b) µ for the inverse problem over 10 different initializations using CMA-ES
for the parametrized potential trained using ISNN-1. Here, the solid line indicates the mean value of these parameters
with the green-shaded region depicting the training data range.

(a) (b)

Figure 10: The evolution for (a) β and (b) µ for the inverse problem over 10 different initializations using CMA-ES
for the parametrized potential trained using ISNN-2. Here, the solid line indicates the mean value of these parameters
with the green-shaded region depicting the training data range.

10
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Figure 11: The evolution of the mean squared error (averaged over 10 runs) between the true and predicted stresses
over the optimization steps for different NN models.

Figure 12: Geometry and boundary conditions for Cook’s membrane under consideration for finite element analysis.

Since automatic differentiation is not available in (the most common) commercial solvers practitioners currently rely
finite difference schemes to obtain the derivatives of embedded neural networks in these commercial tools [35]. How-
ever, the manual derivatives of ISNNs provided in this work, allow for an easy implementation of the developed models
into any commercial software. We show this here by implementing hyperelastic constitutive models represented by
ISNNs into the FE code Florence [36]. We use manual derivatives to obtain the stresses and the material tangent at the
material point. We analyze a 3D version of the classical Cook’s membrane as shown in Figure 12.

To obtain the constitutive model we first generate a dataset of the form {I,S} by using the deformation gradients F
sampled in Section 3.2 and getting the associated stresses from a Neo-Hookean model described by the free energy
potential [37, 38]:

Ψ =
1

2
c1(I1 − 3)− c1 log J +

1

2
c2(J − 1)2 , (20)

where c1 = 10.0 and c2 = 5.0. We then train an ISNN-2 using the invariants I = {I1 = trC, I2 = trCofC, I3 = J =
detF} as inputs with I1 and I2 going into the convex, monotonically non-decreasing branch and J going into the
convex branch to get a polyconvex representation of the free energy. In order to validate our results, we run the same

11
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Figure 13: Comparison of the Cauchy stress component σxx for the Neo-hookean free energy from Eq. (20) and
trained ISNN.

Figure 14: R2 plot of the Cauchy stress component σxx for the Neo-hookean free energy from Eq. (20) denoted as
true σxx and trained ISNN denoted as predicted σxx.

FE analysis using the Neo-hookean free energy from Eq. (20). A comparison of the Cauchy stress component σxx is
presented in Figure 13. Figure 14 shows a R2 plot between the σxx over all nodes of the two FE models (ISSN-2 vs.
phenomenological model), indicating a good match.

3.4 Computational cost study

Automatic differentiation (AD) serves as a convenient way of calculating derivatives of the network with respect to
the inputs. However, as mentioned earlier, integrating these trained networks into other packages is problematic, and
we advocate the use of manual differentiation (MD) using the derivative calculations presented in Appendix A. To
further support our case, we compare the computation time required by AD and MD to calculate the first and second
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Figure 15: A comparison of time taken (averaged over 10 different initializations of network weights and biases) by
AD and MD to evaluate first and second derivatives of ISNN-2.

derivatives of the network. With a changing number of total parameters in ISNN-2, we evaluate the derivatives using
AD and MD for 10 initializations of the network weights and biases. The average time consumed for each set of
parameters is presented in Figure 15. We can clearly see that MD requires less time compared to AD. Some of this
time saving can be attributed to the fact that MD can evaluate both the output and the derivatives in a single pass
whereas AD requires first the forward pass to get the output and then the backward pass to evaluate the derivatives.

3.5 Learning structural relationships

Consider the case where we do not know a priori the structural relationship between the inputs and output and we want
to find if there exists any. In the example presented here, we focus on discovering polyconvexity from stress-strain
data tuples. As explained in Section 3.2, polyconvexity ensures the existence of a minimizer. However, in decoupled
multiscale problems where macroscopic response is obtained via homogenization of the microscopic response, it is
possible to lose polyconvexity [39, 40, 41] during the homogenization process. Therefore, we now aim to utilize
ISNNs to discover if a given dataset comes from a polyconvex potential or not.

3.5.1 Binary gating mechanism

One of the main components in such an application of ISNNs is a binary gating mechanism i.e. the gate can only
obtain the value 0 or 1. Alternate gating mechanisms have been employed for other problems in solid mechanics [41].
In our case, we require a binary gate in order to keep the number of inputs and NN parameters to a minimum as will be
shown later. One such mechanism can be L0 regularization [42, 43] which was introduced mainly for the sparsification
of neural networks. However, in this work, we present a simple, differentiable binary gating mechanism based on the
sigmoid function

S(g) = 1

1 + exp(−γg)
, (21)

where γ > 0 controls the steepness of the curve. We set γ = 1.0 for our framework. The sigmoid function takes
values between 0 and 1. For a binary representation, and while keeping it differentiable, we exploit PyTorch’s option
to detach operations from the computational graph for the backward pass. Implementation details are presented in
Algorithm 1. It can be seen that during the backward pass, the optimizer only sees the sigmoid function regardless of
the gate value of 0 or 1 hence allowing us to differentiate through it. Note that we choose the gate to be 1 if the sigmoid
function has a value greater than 0.5 and 0 otherwise. A gate value of 1 indicates that the output can have an arbitrary
form with respect to the input and a gate value of 0 imposes that the input-output mapping follows a certain constrained
form. Although the optimization network tends to favor the more numerous free or unconstrained parameterizations,
we penalize them so they are not preferred unless the data actually represents an unconstrained response. We use Lp

regularization to drive S(g) to zero as will be explained in the next section.

3.5.2 Discovering polyconvexity

We now focus on the neural network architecture used for discovering polyconvexity. Consider a neural network with
two independent branches as shown in Figure 16. One of these branches forms a polyconvex potential Ψpoly using
ISNN-2 where all the invariants and design parameters go into their respective layers. The other branch takes in all
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Algorithm 1: Algorithm for binary gating.

Input: g
S = 1

1+exp(−γg)

S̃ = S .detach
if S > 0.5 then

G = S
S̃

else
G = S

S̃ − 1.0

end
return G

the inputs and outputs a potential Ψarb which is unconstrained, i.e., has an arbitrary relationship with the inputs. The
potential Ψ then reads:

Ψ = (1− G)Ψpoly + GΨarb , (22)
where G is the gate value as explained in the previous section. Once again we assume we have access to some dataset
{(I,D),S}. We can train an ISNN to this data with the loss function L:

L = ∥S− Ŝ∥22 + ε∥S(g)∥p , with ∥S(g)∥p = (S(g))
1
p , (23)

where ε is a penalty parameter that can be tuned for a given problem. In all the examples presented here, we use
ε = 10−4 and p = 4.

Now we can address the need for binary gating. Generally, modifying the loss function in this manner can help drive
S(g) to zero in case the actual gate value is 0. However, in case it is 1, doing so might not drive the gate to be
binary, i.e., to exactly 1. Consider a gate value between 0 and 1; the network can easily compensate to give the correct
output by basically scaling itself. There are cases, c.f. [44, 21], where this turned out to be no issue. However, as we
can see from the architecture used here, having a gate value between 0 and 1 is troublesome as that would mean the
potential depends on both branches and would result in twice the number of inputs and significantly more weights and
biases. Having a binary gating mechanism helps to avoid this since once the model has learned whether the potential is
polyconvex or not, we can simply remove all the parameters coming from the other branch. Consequently, we end up
with the same number of inputs and reduced network parameters as if we would have known the structural relationship
a priori.

To test our framework, we generate three different datasets for transversely isotropic materials. The first dataset is
generated using a polyconvex potential [45]:

Ψ = c1(I1 − 3) +
c1
c2

(J−2c2 − 1) + c3
(
exp

(
c4(I4 − 1)4

)
− 1

)
, (24)

where I4 ≡ trCN and N = n⊗n, with n being the preferred direction of anisotropy and ci are the material or design
parameters. Here, we choose c1 = c2 = c3 = c4 = 1.0. The next dataset was generated using a non-polyconvex
potential of the form

Ψ = −c1
2
(I1 − 3)− c1 log(J)−

c2
2
(J − 1)2 − (I4 − 1)(c0 + c1 log(J) + c2(I4 − 1))− c0

2
(Ī5 − 1) , (25)

where Ī5 ≡ trC2N and c0 = c1 = c2 = 2.0. For both of these datasets, we sampled 1000 F from the deforma-
tion gradient space using the methodology mentioned in Section 3.2. The last dataset is obtained via computational
homogenization of a fiber-reinforced Representative Volume Element (RVE) shown in Figure 17. The RVE gives a
transversely isotropic response in the direction of the fibers and has been shown to lose polyconvexity upon homoge-
nization [41, 21]. For transverse isotropy, we have additional invariants such that I = {I1, I2, I3, I4 = trCN, I5 =
trCofCN} and require to be convex and monotonically increasing with respect to these additional invariants I4 and
I5. For brevity, we represent all invariants that require convexity and monotonicity with I⋆ i.e. I⋆ = {I1, I2, I4, I5}.
Additionally, this dataset contained parametrized stress-strain tuples with the ratio of the shear moduli of the matrix
and fibers, and the volume fraction of fibers chosen as design parameters. 50 sets of these design parameters were
sampled along with 840 deformation gradients F following the sampling technique presented in [46]. Therefore, the
entire dataset contained 840 × 50 data tuples.

Initially, we started the training algorithm of the network by assuming the potential is polyconvex such that G = 0.
However, in doing so, we observed that if the potential is actually not polyconvex, the neural network struggles to
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Figure 16: Network architecture for discovering polyconvexity. The schematic shown here assumes the gate value of
0 and therefore, only the polyconvex branch is active.

Figure 17: Fiber-reinforced RVE used for generating the stress-strain dataset via computational homogenization.

switch the gate. We believe that switching would result in a higher loss since the weights and biases associated with
the free branch have not been trained at all. To avoid this issue, we train the first few epochs (1% of epochs in our
case) with both branches active. After the specified number of epochs, we set g = −0.1 such that S(g) is less than
0.5 and the gate value is 0. We run the training process for 2e5 epochs with a learning rate of 10−3 for all the weights
and biases and 10−5 for g. The training results for the dataset obtained from the polyconvex potential of Eq. (24) are
presented in Figure 18 where Figure 18a shows the training loss and Figure 18b reports the evolution of the gate value
during the training process. Clearly, the network learns that the dataset comes from a polyconvex potential and never
activates the free branch. In Figure 19, the loss and gate evolution are shown for the dataset generated using Eq. (25).
The network learns that it is not possible to fit the data with a polyconvex potential and switches the gate to activate
the free branch. Similar results can be seen for the stress-strain tuples coming from the computational homogenization
of the fiber-reinforced RVE in Figure 20, where the network first tries to fit the response using the polyconvex branch
but then switches the gate value to 1 thus activating the free branch.

4 Discussion

In this study, we presented a novel neural network termed Input Specific Neural Network (ISNN). Two architectures are
presented for ISNNs with varying complexity. These networks are tested against other commonly used neural networks
to solve various numerical problems. Starting off with two toy problems, we move on to more complex problems in
solid mechanics. More specifically, we utilize ISNNs to solve inverse problems in finite strain hyperelasticity, reducing
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(a) Loss (b) Gate

Figure 18: (a) Training loss and the (b) evolution of the gate value for the polyconvex dataset from Eq. (24).

(a) Loss (b) Gate

Figure 19: (a) Training loss and the (b) evolution of the gate value for the non-polyconvex dataset from Eq. (25).

(a) Loss (b) Gate

Figure 20: (a) Training loss and the (b) evolution of the gate value for the non-polyconvex dataset obtained via
computation homogenization of the RVE shown in Figure 17.
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the number of required invariants as compared to the current state-of-the-art and employing them in a finite element
setting to act as surrogates for the free energy potential. Manual derivatives are also calculated for each type of ISNN
and significant time reduction is observed for manual differentiation as compared to automatic differentiation. We also
show that ISNNs can be employed to learn structural relationships, between the inputs and the output. Particularly, we
use ISNNs to learn whether a given stress-strain dataset should be modeled with a polyconvex potential or not while
using the minimum number of inputs and network parameters. While analytical derivatives of neural networks have
been explored before [47, 48], there is not much literature available on the subject. Additionally, the aforementioned
references present analytical derivatives of simple feed-forward NNs whereas this work presents an algorithmically
efficient way of computing analytical derivatives of a complex network that allows for the passage of information
between different branches. The ability to get the derivatives manually for the network allows for a cross-platform
implementation of ISNNs where any library might be used for training and inferring from the networks. In future
works, we plan to extend ISNNs for constraining multiple outputs and also to employ them for modeling inelastic
material behavior [49, 50, 8]. We also plan to incorporate more constraints e.g. concavity constraints with respect to
some variables which is directly applicable to problems of thermomechanics [10].

Code and Data

The codes used in this work for the ISNNs including the training routine and the models’ manual derivatives will be
made available after the acceptance of this manuscript.
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A Derivatives for ISNNs

Here, we present explicit derivatives of both ISNN architectures. The derivatives obtained from manual differentiation
were compared with those obtained using automatic differentiation in PyTorch. Both calculations resulted in practi-
cally identical results barring round-off errors. As an additional numerical experiment, 105 different initializations of
network weights and biases were tested and all of them satisfied the imposed constraints.

ISNN-1

We start by calculating the first derivatives of the output with respect to the input x0. For this we define

F0 = x0W
[xx]T

0 + yHy
W [xy]T + zHz

W [xz]T + tHt
W [xt]T + b

[x]
0 , (A.1a)

Fh = xhW
[xx]T

h + b
[x]
h , h = 1, . . . ,Hx − 1 . (A.1b)

We know the output of our network would be:

xHx
= σmc (FHx−1) . (A.2)

Now, we can get the first derivatives as:

∂xHx

∂x0i

=
(
σ′
mc (FHx−1)

T
)
◦
(
W

[xx]
Hx−1

∂xHx−1

∂x0i

)
∂xHx−1

∂x0i

=
(
σ′
mc (FHx−2)

T
)
◦
(
W

[xx]
Hx−2

∂xHx−2

∂x0i

)
...

∂x2

∂x0i

=
(
σ′
mc (F1)

T
)
◦
(
W

[xx]
1

∂x1

∂x0i

)
∂x1

∂x0i

=
(
σ′
mc (F0)

T
)
◦W0

[xx]
i ,

(A.3)

where ◦ represents the Hadamard product and subscript i denotes the input we want to take the derivative to along the
corresponding column in the weight matrix. Since W0 can be negative, the network is not monotonic in the input x0.
Using Eq. (A.3), we can derive the second derivatives as:

∂2xHx

∂x0i∂x0j

=
(
σ′′
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T
)
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(
W

[xx]
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(A.4)

While it is convenient to write the derivatives in terms of components of the Hessian, we use a more general represen-
tation to show the proof of convexity. Consider the Hessian of the first layer, which we can write as:

∂2x1

∂x0
2 = W0

[xx]T ·
(
σ′′
mc (F0)

T · J
)
·W0

[xx] , (A.5)
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where · represents tensor multiplication and J is a row vector of ones with the same size as σ′′
mc (F0). To prove positive

semidefiniteness, and in turn convexity, we have to show:

vT · ∂
2x1

∂x0
2 · v ≥ 0 , (A.6)

for any v. Using Eq. (A.5), this becomes:

vT ·W0
[xx]T ·

(
σ′′
mc (F0)

T · J
)
·W0

[xx] · v ≥ 0

(W0
[xx] · v)T ·

(
σ′′
mc (F0)

T · J
)
· (W0

[xx] · v) ≥ 0 .
(A.7)

Now, setting u = v ·W0, we end up with the condition:

uT ·
(
σ′′
mc (F0)

T · J
)
· u ≥ 0 (A.8)

Therefore, we only need to prove the positive semidefiniteness of (σ′′
mc (F0)

T ·J) which gives us a matrix with identical
columns. All the eigenvalues of this rank-one matrix are zero, except for one. This non-zero eigenvalue is the sum
of all elements in a column. Since σmc is constrained to be convex, all the entries in the columns are non-negative
resulting in a non-negative eigenvalue and a positive semidefinite Hessian. In subsequent layers, e.g.,
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)
(A.9)

the positive definiteness of the first term can be established using similar reasoning. In the second term, the positive
semidefinite Hessian of the last layer is multiplied by only positive values and thereby retains its positive definiteness.
Since the sum of two positive semidefinite matrices is also positive semidefinite we can prove that all subsequent
Hessians are also positive semidefinite.

Now we calculate the derivatives with respect to the inputs y0. Letting:

Gh =
(
yhW

[yy]T

h + b
[y]
h

)
, h = 0, . . . ,Hy − 1 , (A.10)

we get the first derivatives as:
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and,
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(A.12)

We can see that for the network to be monotonically increasing with respect to y0, the weights W [yy] and W [xy] need
to be positive otherwise the first derivative could have a negative value. The weights W

[xx]
h are already positive for
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h ≥ 1. Also, σmc is chosen to be a monotonically increasing function so that σ′
mc is always positive. For the second

derivatives we have:
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and,
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(A.14)

The proof for convexity of the network with respect to y0 follows the same ideas presented for convexity with respect
to x0.

Similarly, we can prove that for the inputs t0, we only need to have a positive monotonically non-decreasing activation
function because the first derivatives should be positive. Lastly, since we can be arbitrary with respect to the inputs z0,
there are no constraints on the weights or the activation functions associated with input z0.

ISNN-2

In order to calculate the first derivatives of the output with respect to the input x0, we let:

F0 = x0W
[xx]T

0 + y0W
[xy]T

0 + z0W
[xz]T

0 + t0W
[xt]T

0 + b
[x]
0 , (A.15a)
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T
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h + thW
[xt]T

h + b
[x]
h , h = 1, . . . ,H − 1 . (A.15b)

From this, the output of our network reads

xH = σmc (FH−1) , (A.16)
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with the derivatives
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Similarly, we get the second derivatives with
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We now calculate the derivatives of the neural network output with respect to the inputs y0 by first letting:

Gh = yhW
yy
h + byyh , h = 0, . . . ,H − 2 . (A.19)

Then, similar to the proof for ISNN-1, we can evaluate derivatives of the output with respect to y0 as:
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where,
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and,
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Now we calculate the second derivatives with respect to the inputs y0 as:
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and,
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(A.24)

Similarly, we can evaluate the derivatives of the output with respect to t0 and z0.

B Model comparison for inverse design for parameters inside the training data

Here we present the inverse problem results for β and µ values seen by the networks during training. Results for
pICNN-based models are presented in Figure 21 whereas Figures 22 and 23 present the results for ISNN-1 and ISNN-
2 respectively. We can see that all the networks can invert parameters that lie within the training domain.
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(a) (b)

Figure 21: The evolution for (a) β and (b) µ for the inverse problem over 10 different initializations using CMA-ES
for the parametrized potential trained using pICNN.

(a) (b)

Figure 22: The evolution for (a) β and (b) µ for the inverse problem over 10 different initializations using CMA-ES
for the parametrized potential trained using ISNN-1.

(a) (b)

Figure 23: The evolution for (a) β and (b) µ for the inverse problem over 10 different initializations using CMA-ES
for the parametrized potential trained using ISNN-2.
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network architectures to model inelasticity. Int. J. Numer. Methods Eng., July 2023.

[50] Max Rosenkranz, Karl A Kalina, Jörg Brummund, Waiching Sun, and Markus Kästner. Viscoelasticty with
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